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ERAL INVOLVEMENT IN CHILD NU’I:RITI ON
PROGRAMS ‘ : P
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- . TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 21, 1982

CoMMITTEE oN EDUCATION AND L{‘BOR,

Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, st 9:30 a.m., in room
. 2175 of the Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Cagl D. Perkins
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. b .
Members present: Representatives Perkins, Hawkins, Goodling,
e a-nd.cra-ig.. PR - - - > . M
Staff present: John F. Jennings, majority counsel, Beatrice Clay,
legislative specialist; Mary Jane Fiske, minority senior legislative
associate; and Richard DiEygenio, senior minority legislative asso-
Y Ciate. ’ ‘
Chairman Perkins. The subcommittee will be in order.
: Mr. Goodling will make a statement and then I will make a
' statement. - ) L
" Mr. GoopLING. I wish to commend,our distinguished chairman
for scheduling these 2 days yq%important hearings on House Con-

>

current Resolution 384. I am\pleased to note, too, that g compara-

ble measure, Senate Concurrént Resolution 121, was introduced

1 last Thursday in the Senate by Senators Dole and Leahy. Hopefully

. both bodies will be able to' complete action on their regpective
measures prior to adjournment.

Mr. Chairman, as I stated when I joined you in introducing
House Concurrent Resolution“384, I cannot lend my support to the
proposition of turning back to the States all reéponsibility Wfor
achieving child nutrition goals. This approach fails to acknowledge
either an adequate future Federal commitment to or an appropri-
ate Federal role in attaining these objectives. - ) 3

A turnback is an abrogation of r ponsibility ab the national
level. I fear that we would be turning back or reversing the tre-

" mendous progress that we have made to date in enhancing the nu-

HousE OF REPRESPATATIVES, ‘
- SuBcOMMITTEE oN ELEM ¥, SECONDARY, Y '
AND VOCATIONAL EDUCATION, )

8
.

)
.

A1

tritional well-being of this Nation’s youngsters—

—Mr-—Chairman, T do not view our investmentyin child nutrition as \.

unnecessary largesse. Rather, I view those programs as an integral
part of the educational process and an esgential component of na-
tional heaith policy. )

1
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: ‘ Clearly, the achievement of this Nation’s longstanding education
and health goals wil} require the ongoing commitment of appropri-
. ate resources by a strong Federal, State, and local partnership.
Chairman PERkINs. As chairman of this subcommittee I would
) like to, reiterate what Mr. Goodling has stated. As Mr. Goodling
said, wesjointly introduced this resolution on July 23. ’
Last week, asimilar resolution was introduced in the Senate by
Sénator Dole, ¢hairman of the Subcommittee on Nutrition, and
;Senator Leahy, the subcommittee’s ranking Democrat. . '
Both the House and Senate resolutions have broad bipartisari
support. The House resolution currently has 113 cosponsors and
- the Senate resolution was introduced with 31 Senators cosponsor-
.ing. . .
Today and tomorrow, the Subcommittee on Elementary, Second-
?» ary, and Vocational Education will be hearing expert witnesses dis-
cuss the possible ramifications of the Federal Government aban-
doning its responsibility in the area of child nutrition.

The reasons w& have to spend time even discussing this issue is
that the Reagan administration has proposed that the Federal Gov-
ernment turn over all responsibility of the Federal child nutrition
programs to.the States beginning in fiscal year 1988 with all Feder-
al support being ended by 1991. This would be part of the Presi-
dent’s so-called N&w Fedéralism initiative. :

“We look forward to our testimony today which will discuss this
proposal, as well as Hduse Concurrent Resolution 384.

. Let me make an announcement that it will be our purpose to
- mark this bill up, get it out of full committee on Thursday so that
we can get it scheduled on the floor un}ier suspension next

.. Monday. '
¢ Mr. Goodling and I will work together on this bill.
, [Text of House Concurrent Resolution 384 follows:]
—— !
L - '
’ A\ ‘ -
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IN THE SENATE OF THE-UNITED STATES |,

SEPTEMBER 29 (legislative day, SEpTEMBEER 8), 1982 -
Received; referred to the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry

<
.

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION

Fixpressing the sense of the Congress that the United States -
should maintain Federal involvement in, and support for,

the child nutrition programs, and for other purposes.
-~

Whereas the United States has been committed t.;) assuring ade-
‘quate nutrition for school children since the enactment of
the Nation#l School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1751 et seq.) in
194g; - '

Whereas shocking conditions of Americans suffering from hunger
and malnutrition were once prevalent in this century;

Whereas the Congress has successfully responded by initiating a
comprehensive national effort to reduce domestic hunger
and malnutrition;

Whereas nutrition was declared to be a Federal responsibility by
President Richard M. Nixon in 1969, at the Whife House
Conference on Food, Nutrition, and Health;

L4
)

~

-




¢
. . Whereas the nutntlon beneﬁts provided to our Nation’s school
. children contnbute srg‘mﬁcantly to the development of the1r

. ' learning potentral A
. L"‘\ Whereas nutntron assrstance to mothers and children at cntrcal

periods of growth can substantially reduce infant mortahty,
" ~\‘ ’ lpw birth weight, and pl'orrlote long-term hearth, and,

) ’ Whereas the child nutritiori programs, including the school lunch
. . program the breakfast p.rytam_.\th\e child care food pro-
) gram, the summer feedmg program, t‘}}e specral milk pro-

gram, the special supplemental food program for women, in-
fants, and children (W.1.C.), and the nutrition education and

training program, represent a vital investment in opr chll-
. . +. dren’s future: Now, therefore, be it

. 1 Resolved Y)y thé Hou.se of » Representatwes (the Sepate
. E o2 concurmng), That it is the sense of the Congress that—

(1) current nationdl efforts to reduce hunger and

-

o’

mélnutrition should continue; .

(2) a uniform national commitment to the nutrition
. “of our Nation’s children should continue through Fed- .
. eral leadership ar;d. support of the vita! child nutrition

programs and

w w -3 (=2 (3]

.
~

0 responsrbrlrty for the chrld nutrftron programs and such
11 - programs should not be included in any block grant

-, ' Passed the House of Representatrves September 29,
. © 1982, ‘ﬁ | S )
Attest:  * EDMUND L. HENSHAW, JR.,

’ “ / , r Clerk.

! 3) 6he Federai 'Govemment should retain prunary ..

<




- L] . 5

Chairman. Perkins. We will startfwith the first witness this
morning, Dr. Richmond.
”

STATEMENT OF DR. JULIUS RICHMOND, PROFESSOR OF HEALTH
POLICY, HARVARD SCHOOL OF MEDICINE AND ADVISER ON
CHILD HEALTH POLICY, CHILDREN'S HOSPITAL MEDICAL
~ CENTER, MASSACHUSETTS - ' .

- Dr, Ricumonp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Mr. Goodling. I
am Dr. Julius Richmond, professor of health policy at the Harvard
Medical School and I also serve as adviser on health policy at the
Children’s Hospital Medical Center in Boston.

From 1977 to 1981 I served as Assistant Secretary for Health in
the Department of Health and Human Services while simulta-
neously serving as Surgeon General of the U.S. Public Health Serv-
ice. From 1965 to 1967 I had the privilege of serving as the first
national Director of the Head Start program and Director of the
Office of Human Affairs of the Office of Economic Opportunity. By
profession I am a pediatrician. :

Because of my early involvement with the antipoverty programs,
Mr7 Chairman,' I believe it is appropriate that T recall the major
rofe you, Mr. Chairman, played on behalf of the poor of the Nation

en and now. I feel it is a rare privilege to be testifying before a - ~
chairman whose role has been so continuing. I cannot help but add
that at a time when there is an inaccurate perception being pur-
veyed that our programs for the poor did not work, it is appropri-
ate to emphasize that the facts are otherwise. Ydu and all Ameri-
cans should be proud that. The long-term effects. of Head Start - AN
have been very favorable, the impact of title I of the Elementary .,
and Secondary Education Act has been very favorable in many :
ways;'medicaid has had a major impact in producing greater equity -
in the distribution of health services for the poor; the,community , \
and migrant health centers have been most helpful in developing .
greater acgess to health services; the nutrition programs, through
WIC and food, stamps, alohg with the health services programs
mentioned have played a major role in recent years in reducing . | &
our infant mortality rate to its lowest in history. .

My, Chairman, it is not a matter of these programs not having
wbx@a, they have indeed worked very well. Now, in the face of , .
today’s economic crisis, is not the time to consider reducing or dis-
mantling the programs which you and others have labored so hard *
to achieve for the poor of this Nation. But let me be more specific
concerning the child nutritional programs which are the subject of
today’s hearing. o

In the 1960's the Senate Select Committeé on Nutrifion and
Human Needs held extensive inquiries on hunger in America. The '
documentation was extensive, a group of experts assembled in 1967 .
under the auspices of the Field Foundation provided eloquent testi- :
mony for what had been known through many nutrition surveys.
That’hunger and undernutrition were widespread in America.
, Since that time a remarkable response was made. It represents
one of the great social gains of our time. New Federal programs
were started and existing ones greatly expanded. The women,
infant, and children’s special supplemental food (WIC) program,

. . IR
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the school breakfast program, the school lunch program, the child
care program, the suimmer food program, the food stamp program
and other human service programs have accomplished so much
that the same group of experts, a decade later, could report that
hunger had been virtually eliminated in the United States. It was
a co&npassionate accqmplishment of which® Americans can be
proud. .

And now the disquieting news. The present administration has
devéloped a coordinated strategy to reduce the role and contribu-
tion of thenFederal Government to the entire spectrum of childhood
nutrition programs, This strategy seems to have three principal
components: _ . )

One, cutting child nutrition funding. Pr19posed are both short-
term reductions such as the administration’s original fiscal year
1983 proposal to fund the present Federal programs aj 66 percent
of their fiscal year 1982 expenditures, and long-term réductions
such as the audaciomt proposal to end all Federal support by 1991.

Two, turning back thild ‘nutrition programs to the States as part
of block grants. ,

Three, reducing Federal nutrition standards. The recent flap
over scheol lanch regulation proposals—that is, lessening the nutri-
tion requirements to less than one-third RDA and allowing nutri-
tionally questionable substitutions—is one example of this strategy.
It is to the credit of the people of this country that the folly of the
apprgech was recognized early, exposed, and defeated.

The durrent administration is agtively working through its three-
fold strategy to end the present substantial Federal initiatives to
reduce childhood nutrition in America. One can discern several as-
sumptions underlying this strategy: One, States can run better
child nutrition programs than the Federal Government; two, the
Federal programs are not working; three, the Federal programs are
simply xpensive, and four, malnutrition is no longer a serious
probl I believe each of these premises is incorrect; and let me
state why. v ™ 4

One, nutrition is a national, not State issue. Child nugritional
standards do not vary from State to State. Every child, irrespective
of loc}?tion,, needs certain”basic daily requirements for healthy
growth.

Yet the States vary widely in their, technical capacities, fingncial
resources, and political will to gddress this issue. In fach the
reason for the national programs in the first place.was the failure
of almost any State to address the issue of child malnutrition. Fed-
er% child nutrition programs did not grow ot of State programs.

or wil] the States really run child nutrition programs better.
They arefnot going to become more attuned to local needs than
they already are, since they basically already run the Federal pro-
grams via contracts with the Federal agencies. Moreover, the great
inequalities between States will mean that many ghildren in the
States with less resources and less techmical capacitieg,will not be
served as well. And in addition, this New Federalism will result in
massive duplication of efforts, as each State must individually de-
velop standards and regulations, in an area where a simple univer-
sal standard oould prevail. : .

»

* 6 ‘
‘. -
'




. * 7 ' )l . ' L4

There is no reason to believe that States will handle the natiorial
.child nutrition programs better than the Federal Government, .

"much experience suggests otherwise.

Two, contrary to mistaken administration assumptlons, child nu-
trition programs have been successful. Unlike the 1960's child mal-
nutrition is no longer in the headlines. This is due to successes of
our Federal efforts. Public health surveys such as the Field Foun- &
dation's noted earlier, report acute malnutrition seems to have
been arrested irf Americans over the last 10 to 15 years. ’

Several recent academic evaluation studies also point to the suc-
cess of these programs. For example, my colleague at Harvard Uni- - ]

+ versity, Dr. Milton Kotelchuck, recently completed a study of the °
birth outcomes of poor and nutritionally at risk women who are
WIC participants. He showed that WIC decreases the number of
low birth weight infants, decreases infant mortality, and improves
o prenatal care. The WIC program was particularly effective for
+ those who were most at nutritiona] risk—such as ydung adolescent
mothers. Other studies are starting to show similar positive results.

Child nutrition programs are working. They are meeting their
mandate to improve the health of nutritionally and financially at
risk women, infants and children. At a time when our prograrfis
have brought our infant mortality rate to 1ts lowest in history is
not a time to impair our efforts.

Three. Are these programs too costly? Clearly one must make a
political judgment, but I believe they are not. The school lunch pro-
gram costs a maximum of $175 per year per child; the school
breakfast program $130 per year per child; the WIC program ap-
proximately $30 per month for a nutntlonally at risks pregnant
- woman or her infant. These are not extravagant expenditures. Con-
sider the real economic benefit of fully healthy and productive citi-
zens compared to the small costs of these programs. In one study,
also of WIC, it was estimated by Dr. Eileen Kennedy of Tufts Uni-
versity that the savings in the first year due to reduced neonatal .
intensive care usage was three times greater than the total WIC
program .expenditures—and that is only the first-year savings.
_These programs represent a small investment in dur future citi-
zens.

Four. Chlldhood malnutrition is not an issue that has eompletely
disappeared. Despite our great success to date, malnutrition is not 1
an issue which, can go away. Malnutrition is. not an acute disease.

One innoculation does not cure it or prevent it. Malnutrition must

. be prevented every day. And it can be prevented, but only with a

, continuous effort. Malnutrition could reoccur. Back sliding on

* public health programs, without constant vigilence, can and does
occur, as some clinicians are beginning to observe today.

Our past success and the lack of publicity should not be inter-
preted as indicating efforts are no longer needed. We cannot re-
sponsibly back off from our commitments.

I believe the rationale and assumptions underlying this adminis- .
tration’s New Federalism proposals on child nutrition are ingppro- ,
priate, and will if implemented, hurt the well-being of our future
citizens. For this reason, I strongly endorse the House Concurrent
Resolution 384— o
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That 1t 1s the sense of Congress that—

On® Current national efforts to reduce malnutrition should continue, Two, a uni-
form national guasantee of nutntion should continue through Federal leadership
and the mamntenance of support for Federal nutrition programs. and three, the re-
.'épons:bxmy for Federal child nutntion programs should not be.turned back to the

tates -

The Federal Government has played an extremely proud and ef-
fective role in reducing childiggd malnutrition in America; it
should continue its role.

It 1s very comforting to know that our compassionate concern to
prevent hungef in America is consistent with our scigméific knowl-
edge concerniig the importance of preventing undernutrition for

.

the h ildren. It would be sad indeed if, i?\this fnost afflu-
ent of nations;-we went back to hunger in Ainerica.

' Chairman PERKINS. Let me thank you for an excellent statement,
Dr. Richmond. :

Now we will hear from Dr. Mauer.

.STATEMENT OF DR. ALVIN MAUER, CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE ON
NUTRITION, AMERICAN ACADEMY OF PEDIATRICS

Dr. MAUER. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I
am Dr. Alvin Mauer, medical director of the St. Jude Children’s
Research Hospital and chairman of the Committee on Nutrjtion for
the American Academy of Pediatrics. The academy is a profession-
al organization, representing more than 24,000 board certified phy-
sicians providing health care to infants, children, and adolescents I
am pleased to appear before this subcommittee.in support of House
Concurrent Resolution 384, expressing the sense of the Congress
that the Umted States should maintain Federal involvement in,
and support for, the child-nutrition programs.

The Federal Government's concern with the nutritional well-
being of the Nation's children has been expressed since 1915 by a
variety of programs, depending on j:?ée interest and commitment of
3 the leadérship and the advances of &ience and technology, as well

as problems, pressures and priorities of the times—American ‘Acad-
- emy of Pediatrics, Pediatric Nutrition Handbook, 1979.
e e BE O TR $ RO ieal-b ins4 5
ment: of the National School Lunch Act in 1946, the special milk
m 1n 1954, the school breakfast program and the special food
1ce) program for children—day care and summer feeding—in
6% and the special supplemental feeding program for women, in-
fants And children [WIC) in 1972, the Federal role hds evolved.-
is policy had its beginnings in a shift in emphasis from farm
relfef alone to farm relief cum child nutrition—Sterner, Gilbert'Y,

the most vulnerable of our society during the bsitical developmen-
tal period extending from pregnancy through childhood and into
adoescence. Experience with the beneficiaries of these programs
has led us to the unequivocal conclusion that these programs are in
the national 1nterest and that. a clear Federal responsibility is yital
to their survigal. Not only should this involvement and support be
maintained, it should be improved.

- ' 13
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. America’s abundance of food has not assured its children of ade-
quate nourishment. Today in the United States, we rarely see the
symptoms of starvation suffered_by children in underdeveloped
countries, and yet many American children do experience serious .
nutritonal problems. While these problem¥® are not usually life )
threatening, their effects can be long lastiig and damaging to a de-
veloping child—American Academy of Pediatrics, An Agenda for
America’s Children, 1980. v

Iron deficiency.anemia is the most prevalent nutritional disease
among infants and children. Other related disorders include poor
growth, underweight, obesity, excessive dential cavities, and low-
birth-weight infants born of malnourished mothers. Many of these
deficiencies are ‘more pronounced in specific subgroups and geo-
graphical areas with the major factors being income level, race,
sex, and age. The most vulnerable group is pregnant women and
chilMren. And, poverty is probably the single greatest factor predis-
posing to malnutrition in North America. .

If prevention is indeed the theme of the 1980’s, nutrition should
be high on the priority list, as it is one of the major influences on !
the health and development of children. For example, with its pre- -
ventive focus, WIC has produced impressive results in improving
child health and development, particularly in the most vulnerable
populations—pregnant and lactating women and infants during
their first year of life. A-number of -studies has shown -that women

rticipating in the WIC program during the most critical phase of

uman development and gestation give birth to fewer low-birth-
weight infants. This is d significant indication of effectiveness since
low birth weight is by far the greatest single hazard for infants, of
all infant deaths, two-thirds occur in infants of low birth weight. A
study completed recently in Massachusetts found that the WIC pro-
. gram not only yields fewer low-birth-weight infants, but also sig-
nificantly reduces neonatal mortality. The WIC program as well
has been a vital source of nutritional supplement for infants
during the formative first year of physiological and mental devel-
opment. It is during this crucial time period that infants undergo
aceelerated growth and rapid brain development, which necessi-
tates a greater nutrient requirement for their size. Undernutrition,
especially iron, protein, or calorie deficiencies during the first year
of life, interferes with the normal growth patterns of the brain and
body. This can lead to permanent adverse effects, such as stunted
growth and intellectual malfunction. Participation in the WIC pro-
gram has been shown to be associated with an accelerated rate of
growth in height and weight of infants and children and has led to
a significant reduction in iron deficient anemia.

All studies appear to indicate that WIC not only has led to a
marked improvement in the health of its participants, but it is a
cost-effective program as well. Formal economic analyses have
shown very favorable benefit-tocost ratios, demonstrating that the
cost of prevention is considerably less than that of treatment. For
example, the average cost of food supplement during a’woman's

. pregnancy is less than $300. This is far less than the hundreds of
dollars Tt would cost each day to keep a low-birth-weight newborn
in a neonatal intensive care unit, or the thousands of dollars it.
would cost to treat the Infant during the critical first year of life.
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I don't think there 1s any question but this a useful and efficient
method-ef promoting health in our pregnant mothers, infants, and
children.

It 1s also less than the actual costs of institutionalization, receipt
of Federal social service benefits such as special educathon and spe-
c1al supplemental incbme, and lost revenues from thejinability of
handicapped workers to be productive’that would have\to be borne
by society to tend for individuals crippled by mental and physical
defects related to undernutrition. The small financial wutlay re-
quired to provide pregnant and lactating women and infants with

the benefits of the WIC program 1s homin trer-
wise tragic, incalculable costs—unfulfilled hopes, unproductive
lives, and unnecessary financial and emotional burdens—that
would saddle handica individuals, their families, and friends
It 1s through the Fefferal role in standard setting, research, regu-,
lation wnting, and data collection that we know these programs
are effective at the lpcal level. It is this role that has given us an
indication of nutritional status so that efforts &nd moneys can be
better focused across the Nation. It is through Federal initiatives
that all States can share in and apply our growing knowledge.
Moreover, adequate Federal funding is imperative because of
States differing economic capacities to support child nutrition This
responsibility Simply cannot be left to individual States.  * *
Until more 1s known abou? ¢6ntrol of the higher incidence of
morbidity, mortahty, and development problems among children’
from low-income families, the child nutritior programs are a
rational responsé to at least part of the problem. From a practical
viewpomnt, malnutrition leads to social and economic costs far
beyond the expense involved in these programs. From a humane
viewpoint, we should remind ourselves that while Federal pro-
grams may be expendable, our children are not.
Chairman PErkins. Thank you very much.
Go ahead, Dr. Shirley.

STATEMENT OF DR. AARON SHIRLEY, PROJECT DIRECTOR, JACK-
SON-HINDS COMPREHENSIVE HEALTH CENTER, JACKSON,
MISS.

Dr. SurrLey. Mr. Chairman, and subcommittee members, my
name is Dr. Aaron Shirley. I am a practicing pediatrician and a
project director of the Jackson-Hinds Comprehensive Health
Center 1n Jackson, Miss. I appreciate this opportunity to come
before you and express my views on the proposal to turn backeto
the States child nutrition programs and subsequently terminate all
Federal support for these programs. It would be difficult for some
of you to appreciate the anxiety and fear that is stuck in the hearts
and minds of large segments of the population as these proposed
changes are considered. You are no doubt already familiar with
conditions as they existed some 15 years ago as revealed by the
Field Foundation’s survey of hunger in the United States—as well
as the followup study 10 years later.*

As revealed in the original study there was widespread hunger
and malnutrition particularly in my State and other areas of the
South. Ten years later the people were just 4s poor in terms of
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income and shelter but the gross hunger and malnutrition did not

exist as it had in 1967. And such is the case today and the primary

reason is the combined benefits of child nutrition programs. This 1s
not to say that poverty-related hunger and malnutrition ncylonger
exist It does exist. It is still widespread among poor childres,

For instance, we see too often among our patient population the
empty refrigerator shelves, 1ally d the end of the month.
During the summer months/school age childxen are anxious for re-
opening of school in the fal "t have emough to eat
without the school lunch. In our clinic 70 percent of 5,000 children
certified annually for the WIC program have dietary histories defi-
cient in vitamins A and C. Another 45 percent are deficient in iron
and 30 percent deficient in protein. In those children age 3 to 5, 15
percent are deficient in calcium; 25 percent of other children who
live in rural Hipds County that we see for the first time who are
not participating in either of these programs are anemic. This con.
trasts to.only a 5 percent anemia rate in those we see who are en-
rolled in Headstart, infant, child day care, and kindergarten, and
thus receiving the food program benefits. There is no doubt in my
mind that the child nutrition programs make the difference be-
tween the gross malnutrition of 15 years ago with its adverse
health and social problems such as anemia, stunted growth, low-
ered resistance to infection, and inability to learn and develop—
and the less severe problems which we see today.

If we adrhit that conditions are $omewhat better as a result of

these programs, then why the anxiety and fear of the programs
being turned over to the States? Under the administration's pro-
posal States would have the option’ of eventually withdrawing from
some or all of the child nutrition programs. Many States, such as
my own even where the Federal Government picks up 80 to 100
percent of the cost have historically opposed programs which,
through’ Federal regulations have targeted the benefits to certain
population groups and protected the rights and dignity of those for.
which the programs are, designed to serve. Programs such as the
school lunch program, the breakfast program, the child-care food
program, the summer ing program, and the special milk pro-
gram, if they are to majntain their effectiveness, must remain the
responsibility of the eral Government where the influence of .
local traditions of discrimination and indifference are minimal and 4
not turned over to States where in some at least, these same fac-
tors exert their maximal negative effects. Many school districts see
the entitlement features of these programs as a niisange. They
think most parents lie about their ircome. They just do ntt have a
deep ' concern *for feeding poor people. We just cannot afford to
ignore the past history of some States in their dealings with minor-
ities and the poor—not just in child nutrition matters—but also in
health, the right to vote, the right to equal justice, and the right to
equal educational opportunity and employment. )

Grant you, there are those who will declare that these hostile
conditions no longer exist in my State an region but I can tell you
as a practicing physician among th poor that they do exist
and the proposed transfer of child niitrition programs o States
wjll have grave consequences. -
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Thank you al%a-in for allowing me to make this brief statement
before you.

Chairman Perkins. Thank you gentlemen very much,

Let me remind you distinguished gentlemen hat Congressman
Goodling and myself, Mr. Hawkins and other§ don’t want to see
this program spun off as a part of the lled New Federalism.

I date/back to the days when I would visit homes iremy county

¥ uld nd and give malnourished
children medicine. One of the- chief reasons for the enactment of
the School Lunch Act was because during World War II when they
turned down so many draftees, the country was alarmed by the
hi%}d percentage of rejections because of malnutrition.

e have listened to you experts to &great degree throughout the
years and we have made tremendous progress. Let 4is just assume
that we did turn these programs over to the States. I have been in
the State legislature and know how the various legislators fight
over a little money wien you don’'t have enough to go around. In
my opinion thi turn-back is one part of the so-called New Federal-
ism that shout be completely killed because in the long run we
will be ¢aving much mofe money from the standpoint of good nutri-
tion by keeping these programs on the Federallevel than we would
be if we permitted the turn-back proposals to take effect. Do yqu
agree with that statement, Dr. Richmond?

Dr. Rienmonbp. Yes, Jr. Chairman, indeed I do and I think I

i intythat you are making. Incidentally,
I should parenthetically sa I happened to have served as a
flight surgeon during World War Il and I had an opportunity to
directly observe what you describe 5o well, that is the poor nutri-
tion of many of our young adults during that perio‘d\l am sure
none of us want to go back to those days.

I think I would agree with you also fhat the States are not in
good physical shape and with the many competing inberefis I think
it might very well be that the nutsigional needs of ou children
might be sacrificed in favor of other programs. -

I would like to emphasize this, Mr. Chairman: It seems to me
that. in trying to turn these programs OVer, to the States one would
impose a regulatory biirden, each State having to generate its own
standards, its lown regulations. That would be inordinant for the
Nation. It seems to me ¢hat ri%?t now the Federal programs are
working well and I think we ought to continue them. (

Chairman PERKINS. Assuming this program was eliminated I
would ask you if there would be in your judgment an increase in
medical costs down the road and coujd these medical costs
outweigh any Federal savings now? - <

Dr. Ricunonbp. I think if there was an erosion during the course
of turning these programs over to the States which almost surely
there would as Dr. Mauer has already indicated as I have as well,
if one just takes the WIC program, the prevention of low-birth-
weight infants—for every low-birth-weight infant that will be in a
neonatal intensive care unit the costs range from $3 to $500 a day
depending on the parts of the country. Contrast that with 330 per
month for prevention for the feeding of a pregnant mother.

I think, Mr. Chairman, there is little doubt concerning real bene-
ficial consequences of these programs and I would be very appre-

L]
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hensive that we wouldn't have uniform standards and‘that there
would be erosion of the programs.

Chairman PERKINs. I take it both of you other doctors agree with
that statement; am I correct? v

Dr. SuirLEy. That is correct. - ‘

Dr. Mauer. Yes, sir, I certainly would.

I think that this really must be emphasized that those programs
have worked. All three of us have given indieation of how well
these programs have worked and I think there is a tendancy, per-
haps, to complacency, and I think I would like to reiterate what

; Dr. Richmond has said, that this is something which we must work
on every day. .

We were all pleased to realize that small pox has disappeared
from this Earth by an effective vaccination program. I think there
is a tendency to feel that perhaps nutritional problems may be sim-
ilar, that because those programs have worked we don’t see the
severe problems that we did even 10 years ago and that maybe that
has gone away, and that is not true. I think we all realize, since
poverty is one of the major factors, that especially during times of

\ economic duress in this country, that undernutrition continues to
be a severe risk. if these Federal programs are not in place we will
return to problems that have almost disappeared. I have not seenma
zevere case of iron deficiency anemia in a child in a long time Yet,

0 years-ago we .used to have two or three children at any one time
in the Children’s Hospital. Another economic burden.

Dr. SmirLEY. I agree. Over the last 15 to 18 years in my]State

~ which has the highest infant mortality rate in the Nation, a great
deal of progress has been made. It has been cut in half over the

li 15 years and that has been due primarily to the various feed-
ing programs and particularly the WIC program. The officials of
Mre very quick to admit that they could not accept the
burden of-financing these programs and if the moneys were ayaila-
ble there are some in the State who feel that it is not the State’s

—responsibility anyway, and I think much has been gained and
much more is to be gained by prevénting the problems that we
have seen in early infancy and during some of the early years of
these children’s lives.

I think it is almost impossible to calculate the financial benefits
over a long period of time that is really the result of these pro-
grams. .

Chairman PERrkins. Mr. Goodling.

Mr. GoopLinG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. ’

I have no questions but I do want to thank the three distin-
guished doctors for taking time out of a very busy schedule to come
and testify.

There are a lot of things that I think can be done better on the
local and State level and a lot of things probably that the Federal
Government ‘is involved in shouldn’t be done at all but when it
comes to child nutrition I believe we have a major role to play. One
thing included in the major role is making sure we, get the most for f
our dollar and the very best. We have a lot of colleagues who do
not see a need for summer feeding programs and we have to con-
stantly battle that. I don't understand why they retognize the need ”

’ ’
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¥ 9 months a year during the school year and then feel that it disap-

pears in the summer.

One of the things we have been trying to do is tighten up that
program so in fact we do a better job of serving those truly in need,
trying to get the schools more in/vglved since they have the exper-
tise. L X

I have observed summer feeding programs in a large urban area
this summer and‘by and large it has improved tremendously be-
canse of the schodhinvolvement In one center we had 300 young-

sters eating in the streets. There was a school about a block away
but the officials were unable to work out some kind of arrange-
ment so that the youngsters could go inside. On that particular day
1t was raining and it makes it very difficult to determine whether
you are really, feeding needy folks or not because of the difficulty of
controlling people lining up in the streets to determine what is
going on and how many people are getting a secorid ‘%nd a third
lunch and so on. :

.1 alsq want to state to Dr. Mauer, thank you very much for the
great results that we are seeing at St. Jude’s’ in relationship to
youngsters, and Dr. Shirley, I compliment you Yor staying in the
ryral area. I have said a long time there is no gfie poorer than the
rural poor. The urban poor at, least have an opgportunity to receive
soraefof the benefits State, local, and Federal governments provide
but sometimes that is not true in the rural areas. I compliment\
you. |

CHairman PEerkiINs. Mr. Hawkins.

. Hawkins. Mr. Chairman, I dgn’t know whether this is a
question or not but let me first commend you and Mr. Goodling for
taking the leadership in the committee in sponsoring this
resolution.

I think all of the witnesses this morning have been very ablé in
presenting the case for these programs. The issue that presents
itself 1s, if we conclude that the programs have actually worked
well, from ‘a medical point of view as well as'from afinancial point
of view, then why are the programs being-shifted to the State
level¥ Isthere reason to believe that there are those who want to

" deliberately destroy*the programs but do not want to suffer ®oliti-

cally for having done so, and if that is se, if it is for some other
reason, why is it that shifting it to the State level will—what is the
rationale, or the excuse? There must be something in it. Is it be-
cause the program will be destroyed if it is reduced; if it is at the
State levél as opposed to the Federal level and if that is true, why
is that particular thing true? = .

I am not sure what the answer is and I thought maybe the wit-
nesses may be able {o share with us what is behind this.

Is this because those special interests that can operate at the
State levels cannot o;:&rate at the Federal level? Is it because the
actual information coffcerning the value of the program is diffused
if 1t 1s in the hands of 50 States rather than at the Federal Govern-
merit? We see this happening not only in child nutrition but in em-
ployment, in civil rights, and all of the issues before this Congress.
The same thing is happening. So it is a gradual—not really a grad-

- ual shift but a rather abrups shift of these programs.

!
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Obviously if we believe t‘l;e testimony thi¥™“morning we are not
saving anything. It may be‘more costly. I just wonder whether any
of the witnesses would venture to’'share with us what they think,
what he believes to be the reason behind this shift. .
Dr. RicuMoOND. Congressman Hawkins, I will be happy to start
the discussion. T can’t speak for my two colleagues of course, but I
think what comes through the testimony of all three of us as I hear

ement concerning the motivation for a shiff. As a former .
public official, I think I learned that ane tries to make changes * .
when things aren't work:ng well. But here we have a program in
which there seems to be fairly broad consensus that these pro-
grams are working very well indeed and that they are accomplish-
ing their targeted objective which gis prevent malnutrition
among children and mothers.

To me it is a puzzle as to why there wétld be a proposal to shift
what are highly effective programs into a svhole new arrangement.

Dr. Mauer. I can’t answer questions on motivation either. I
think as Mr. Goodling implied, it is better to review programs to .
see whether they could be better administered at local, regional, or .

. national level. AN < .
As Dr. Richmond mgxcated nutritiefial standards are universal. -«

They don’t vary from State to State. There is a certain advantage

in having nationgl nutritional programs like WIC‘because we can

periodically- eval¥ate the -effectiveness-of these programs and refo- ¥

¢us direction if that is necessary. That can’t be done on a State-by- a

State level, I think Br. Shirley has indicated concern that in some ° ?

States there might be a lessening of emphasis on nutrition pro-

grams, for a variety of reasons. So that we feel that this is one sét

of programs that should-remain in the Federal domain. *

We have a regional comedian, Jerry Elder and he tells us “Don’t
you never t fix nothing which ain’t broke” and, I think what
we are telling you is this program ain’t broke, it works well and I
think we ought/ to leave it where it is. | M

Mr. Hawkiys. Every witness I have heard has said the same
thing in testimony. Let’s confine it to WIC. I have never heard a
witness before any committee who hasn't testified precisely the
way you have testified this morning. Yet, it is being shifted.

There must be some reason—and I would not want the witnesses
to get into this necessarily—it must be more political than it is’
sound and rational. It must be that in Mississippi—and Dr. Shirley
could perhaps answer that—that the program &ust won't operate
for the'benefit of the children, the mothers and children and the
th;:al welfare of Misgjssippi, if it shifting to Mississippi. So you

get rid of the program but you are not held politicall ly accountable
fordoing so. If ypu couch it under some phrase like “New Federal-
ism

There must b€ some strong reason for why a program that is so
universally supported and so well documented as to its effective-
ness, that that program is being shifted. I for one just can’t see the
rationale.

Chairman Psnxms Dr, Shirley, do you w&nt to say somethmg

Well, Mr. Craig, go ahead. A
{ Mr. CralG. Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you for holding thesi,e
hearings relating to this resolution. I'certainly recognize the 1mpor.-
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tance of the whole general issue of child nutrition. I could not be -

here early enough to hear all of the testimony of the people on the
-panel. I have been slow in coming along to appreciate some of your
arguments because I do- not yet see the overall reasoning why
States and local units should not be includéd as a participant, cer-
tainly, in the process of what we are trying to do here with these
individual programs. ’ . .

Chairman PErkins. Senator Dole has arrived. If the gentleman
would withhold hi¢ questioning, I would not like to delay the Sena-
tor.

Senator Dole, you come right on arodnd.

Chairman Perkins. Senator Dole, I did not know you would be
here until Congressman Goodling was telling me about it. I am de-
lighted that you are over here this morning. I think you are here
for a Very worthy cause. I have had the privilege of working with
you in conferences over a period of years but not recently. You
have always taken a constructive viewpoint and I appreciate the
fact that you are here this morning. We intend to get this resolu-

tion out right away and then let you handle it on the Senate sid.e.'

Mr. Goodling, do you care to say something? .

Mr..GoobLING. Yes, Mr. Chairman. We are indeed pleased to -
come Senator Dole, jthe distinguished chairman of’the Nutriti
Subcommittee and the Senate Finance Commiittee before our hear-
ing this morning. He jaas been a long-standing friend and supporter
of our child nutrition program. In fact, he introduced Senate Con-
current Resolution 121 and his testimony before us today will lend
a strong helping hand in our bipartisan effort to preserve an appro-
priate Federal role in this important public policy area. We wel-

' come you, Senator Dole.

STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT DOLE, A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE

STATE OF KANSAS

3 : -
" Senator DoLe. Thank you very m¥ch. I am pleased to be here
this morning. I want to underscore what I am certain all the mem-
bers present this morning have already indicated through state-
ments or 'questions—that there is and should be a' continuing pri-
mary responsibility of the Federal Government in these child nu-
trition programs. .e )
Now, we may disagree on wlether or not the programs can be
reduced or modified, bit I thidk this issue is important. I would

guess that any administration $uring this time is now looking at *

what may happen in next year#sbudget, and I think the resolution
on the House side is very timely. What do you have, about 100 co-
sponsors? We have about 35 Republicans and Democrats cosponsor-
mg a similar resolution, though somewhat different, on the Senate
side.

I came here today to underscore my belief that the Federal Gov-
ernment should not back away from its commitment in these child
nutrition programs. There are a many of these programs as every-
one knows.,Some may be more effectiye than others but on the
other handy many complement each other. It would seem to me
that we have made substantial progress over the past decade in
trying to &ddress, not only the question of hunger but how we can

’
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most &ffectively serve thdse who are in the truly needy category.
School lunch and other programs that affect”a great number of . _ _ _
young people in this country. '

~ Now, I have a view that I believe is an appropriate view. In the
‘next few years, we must continue the pressure on spending reduc-
tions—and I don’t quarrel with that. If we are looking at huge defi-
cits, as some indicate we are this year, the next year, and the next
year, we are going to have to continue to scrutinize every program
that we have jurisdiction over in the House and Senate.

} .. 1 have said repeatedly and publicly that we cannot balance the
budget just by looking at child nutrition programs, and we can’t
balance the budget just by looking at other programs that this com-
mittee has jurisdiction over. We must evaluate every program.

In my view, the American people will accept actions by Congress
to properly reduce spending, if in fact the approach is perceived as
being fair and across-the-board, and if, in the process, we continue
to address the revenue side. I am bt suggesting new taxes, higher
taxes. I am just suggesting that equity and fairness require us to
look at everything—whether it is an app:bpriated budget or a tax

- expenditure. In the coming years, I am certain we will find it nec-
essary to look at defense. We need to continue to focus on balance,
fairness, equity, and be perceived in that way.

—I-am particularly sensitive to this as a Republican. I don’t relish
statements that Republicans soxr}ehow are seeking to limit Federal
participation in programs that affect low-income Americans. That

» is not the goal of many Republicans I know. It is certainly not an
objective that we should strive for. I have here a prepared state-
ment which I will be happy to make a part of.the record.

Chairn@r} Perkins. Without objection it will be inserted into the

’

record. ) , !
[The prepared statement of Senator Dole follows:] . .
PREPARED STATEMENT oF HON. RoBert DoLE, A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF

KaNsas

Mr_ghairman and members of the House Committee on-Education and Labor, 1
a eased to have been invited to testify before this committee today concerning .
rition programs The bipartisan resoldtion which I introduced in the Senate last ¢

weel, had 30 cosponsors, representigg anniﬁcant support for a national commitment .
to the area of child nutrition programs. Similar in intent to S. Con. Res. 384, the
Senale resolutionf*SNgtes that “the Federal Government should retain primary re-
sponsibility for the cNld nutrition programs.” Based on these initiatives, it is obvi-
ous Congress has strong’feelings on this issue, and that these feelings are biparti-
sa . - *

n.
Back in 1946, the original child nutrition program, school lunch, was enacted “with
two primary goals in mind. It was initiated to address the appalling problems of
malnutrition that were discovered during World War II among potential draftees
for the armed services. In addition, this program provided a constructive outlet for .
surplus agricultural commodities. .
Since the school lunch program began, other child nutrition pro%rams have
evolved as offshoots of the original program. These include school breakfast,
summer feeding, nutrition education and training, the cgmmodity supplemental
food program, child care food program, and the spetial supplemental food program
for women, infants, and children, usually referred to C. .
Just because we support the concept of the child nutrition programs taken as a
whole, doesn’'t mean tgat they are perfect. All of these programs should be zeylewed
on a continuing basis, in order to make certain that they are effectively carrying
out their intended purpose—that benefits are being targetted to those who really
need them. There is always room for improvement. In_many ins'tances, giving in-

-
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creased flexibility to States i1n designing programs to fit their local needs may result
1n better distribution of benefits

The entire area of child nutrition evokés 4 1ot of emotiomal appeal, because of the

nature of the population which these programs serve Whq can oppose efforts to
feed our country's children® At the same time, it 5 our responsibility to see thdt
-child nutrition programs are effective. Merely throwing money at a problem doesn’t
necessarily mean that it will be solved Unfortunately, some programs have proven
tp be more effective than.wothers, and further improvements might be in order

Just because we are not advocating that the child nutrition programs be turned
back to the States doesn't necessarily mean the Federal Government can always do
a better Jjob of program administration. We are pfimarily concerned that adequdte
resources continue to be Ax;nlable to carry out the needs of the/ programs in ques-
tion However, there should be enough flexibility so that the States have sufficient
Yatitude 1n designing the programs to fit their local needs States have demonstrated
their competence in muny areas, and we should work with them in a spirit of coop-
eration to make certain that these programs maximize thel\opotemial )

Although there are many merits to certain aspects of “New Federalism,” one has
to be selective 1n determihing which Rrograms are appropriate for turnback to the
States This Senator happens to believe that the nlutrition area is one that does not
easily lend itself to State responsibility I . .

Although the cost of living may vary from State to State and area to area within
a State, the price of food dges not wary significantly For this reason, it is appropri-
ate that the Federal Govefnment retain primary responsbiltty for nutrition pro-
grams in, order to guarantee some standardization of benefits It was President
Nixon who declared at the White House Confergncg on Food, Nustritxon and Health
back in 1969 that nutrition was a national respoysibt¥kty v

This followed an era of public focus on domes| ems of hunger and malnu-
tntmnﬁ"ln the early '60’s a field foundation expedition explored the extent of these

probleths in certain_poverty pockets in this country, and a major television docu-
tary entdled 'Hunger in America” brought these problems to the attention of
x&&rgencan public who registered shock that, in this land of plenty, people were
lvin he thleshold of starvation American gitizens demanded action What was
discovered along with the extent of the problems was that States varied in the in-
tens, d adequaterfess of their efforts to address nutritio¥t problems within their
tiogs. As a resul?, bengfits in the Federal programs became standardized In
addjtion, Government initiated a wide range of child nutrition problems, which com-
plemented the intent of the original school lunch program
Tlﬁc school breakfast, summer feeding, nutrition education and training, child

careBtommodity supplemental ahd WIC programs came into being since the school
lunch program These programs, for the most part, have been successful in serving

the needs of. the children they serve. In recent years, given the limited amount of .

ERIC
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resources available, efforts have beep made thrm?g the legislative process to im-
prove program efficiency and better target available fundg/to those in need
The health or our Nation's chujdren should be a high priority. Our children de-
servdNo have good nutritional input during the early stages of their growth and de-
veloppent In many ways, this 1s what wiﬁ determing their potential as adults, en-
abling them tg contribute their share to’make ours a more productive society It is
] known that hungry children do not concentrate well in the classroom, and
\\:ﬁ‘mer educational opportunities are extended to them will not have the intended
bend@1al effects under these circumstances A child whose development is impeded
during the early years will never have a chance to catch up Based on this rationale,
child nutrition 1s perhaps one of the most worthwhile investments that our country
can make in its future. As chairman of the Nutrition Subcommittee, and one who
has actively engaged 1n efforts to establish and improve the existing child nutrition
programs, this ator believes that child nutrition should remain a national prior-

ity .
] <
Senator DoLE. It i§ well to keep in mind there has been a biparti-
san effort in the nutrition area since the word go, and it will con-

. tinue to be a bipartisan effort. We may have our differences in cer-

tain a{eas. We may believe in the Senate, or in our committee, or
your committee, that some program is more éffective or some por-
tion of some program is more effective than some other program,
but we shouldn’t lose sight of the bipartisan nature of this effort

and the neeifor this effort. The last thing we ought to be baﬂjag—'—\
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.away from is our commitment to young le and our commit-
ment to low-income Antericans, regardless of the prégram—school
lunch, WIC or whatever. That dvesn’t for one moment suggest we
should close our eyes to those programs and not continue scrutiny
of these programs.

I believe these are good programs, which have the support of con-
se&'atives and Hberals alike. gome who irjdicate they are consey¥a-
tives would hg#s you believe we balance tRe budget by elingindting
all these prog¥ams and put the money in Defense or somewhere. |
don't quarrel with people’s points of view, but I am very pleased
that you are moving quickly on the resolution over here. I would
hope that we could take some action before Congress adjourns, be-
cause I think it is necessayy that we do that.

Chairman Perkins. I think we aré going to have a bipartisan ap-
proach on this side. Mr. Goodling and I have agreed to put it under
suspension on Monday and we will pass it Monday in the House
and then it will come over to you. .

Senator DoLE. I hope we can move as quickly as’you have moved
on this side. I don’t know of many Senators who wghfit to back away
from our prjmary responsibilities in this area. This dogsp’t mean
we are turning our back on New Féderalism. There is probably a
place for New ﬁe\deralism, but it is not in the food stamp or child
nutrition area. And it doesn’t mean that we don’t want to give
States flexir};ility to ,operate these programs. I have found that
many times State administrators have a lot more knowledge on
how a programjshould operate than-some of us én the Cengress,
even though wi'spend a lot of time with these programs..

Again, I commend the committee for taking this initiative. I am
happy to have been here.

Mr. GoopLING. Just one question, Mr. Chairman.

Do you have any timetable on your side? The chairman was
speaking of a timetable on thisside. ~ ___ _

v

Senator DoLE. No, I would guess something of this nature, but,
the Se s have. a slightly different procedure. If somebody ob-
fects 0 consideration, it could delay us beyond the recess. When
are ye going to leave here, the 8th of October or the 2d?

r. GoopLING. I heard the Senate might adjourn earlier.

Senator DoLk. I think for all practical purposes, we have already
gone.

Seriouslyr’] would hopé we can move quickly. We will be working
with our committee. It may be that we can expedite this resolution.
Certainly we are going to try to expedite it. If it can’t be passed I
think we ought to know why it can’t be passed and who may be
blocking passage. ~

Mr. GoopLING. I want to thank you for taking time to come over.
I know the Senate leader is awaiting your return.

Senator DoLE. That ¥ what worries me. He wants to See me.

Mr. GoopLING. It wolries you when he wants to see you?

Senator DoLE. We hive a debt ceiling on the floor, which is out
of our Finance Commiftee. In the last 3 weeks it hasn’t had much
relationship to the Findnce Committee. )

Mr. GoobLING. I also want to thank you for the tremendous lead-
ership you gave to the tax bill. It was an outstanding job on your
part. . . .

~

‘.
"
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, -Senator DoLk. I appreciate that, and I say thatm?t in a self-serv-
ing way. 1'do believe the Congress and those who supported the
bill, maybe even some who shouldn’t have supported that bill,
should recognize that we -did demonstrate we are going te look at
all the problems,.even though they may affect people in the upper
income levels, rather than a lower income level. )

Nobody was mortatly wounded-in -that-tax bill._ Many were . |

. . touched a little but we found the business community highly sup-

- portive of that effort. I don’t say it turned the tables around, but

+ we just had to demonstrate to a lot of people in Congress, and to a
. lot of people across the country, tha want to continue to reduce -
. spending—that has to be our first priority, but we ought to be look-
« ing at compliance and loophole closing at the same time.
We can't take it all out of the food stamp program. Last year, we

- . already reduced that program by about $7 billion over the next 3

years, plus what we did this Year. Maybe we can.do more, but

A there are limits on how far we can go on these social programs.

, . Mr. Goopuing. Well, it almost restored my faith in this institu-
- tion—almost. .

Senator PoLe. Now don't get carried/away. )

Mr. GoonLleidn’t think there was that much courage
around here be an election.

Chairman PERKINS. Thank you very much for an excellent state-
ment, Senator Dole,

Mr. Hawkins?

Mr. Hawkins. May I simply join in commending Bob Dole for the
leadership he has given especially in this area. I picked up a maga-
zine this morning and saw you were quoted on “Nutrition Action”
where you said, “The issue is, how do you cut with a meat ax or a
scalpel.” ’

- — — ——_J-think that is a very excellent statement that%ou made. I think
it brings us back to some rational commonsense and I do want to
join in commending you, Bob.

Senator DoLe. Thank you very much.

Chairman Perkins. Mr. Craig.

Mr. Craig. I have no comment, Mx‘." Chairman, other than to
thank the Senator for coming over and lending his leadership to
this effort. K

STATEMENT OF GENE WHITE. CHAIRMAN OF THE LEGISLATIVE
COMMITTEE. AMERICAN SCHOOL FOOD SERVICE ASSOCI-
ATION. AND MARSHALL MATZ. COUNSEL TO THE AMERICAN

’ SCHOOL FOOD SERVICE ASSOCIATION

- Chairman Perkins. Go ahead, Mrs. White.

Ms. Warre. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, Mr. Goodling, members of the committee, I am
Gene White, chairman of the legislative committee of the Ameri-
can School. Food Service Association, and director, office. of child
nutrition service, for the State of California. Accompanying me
today is Mr. Marshall Matz, with the law firm of Barnett & Alagia,
and counsel to the American School Food Service Association.
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I am pleased to be able to present the statement of the American

School Food Service Association [ASFSA] irn support of House Con-
.current Resolution 384. . ‘

One of the shortcomings of the congressjonal budget process is
that we have been legislating in recent years through reconcili-
ation bills, It is axtremely difficult to gnalyze major program policy
questions as part of the {;udge-t process. House Concurrent, Resolu-
tion 384 gives us the opportunity to address an imporfant policy
question in the eontext of an oversight i islation i
sent to the Congress. The subcommittee is tp be commended.,

The administration’s current thinking an New Federalism ay¢
outlined in the document “Tentative Administration Decisions on
Federalism Initiative,” June 22; 1982, would turn back to the
States all the Federal child nutrifion programs with the exception
of WIC. As that document makes clear? “after fiscal year 1987 all
turnback programs would be repealed.” A. federalism trust fund
would be created to help the States finance those functions and re-
sponsibilities being carried out by the progfams to be turned back.
Beginning in 1987, however, the federalism ffust fund would be
phased out. ) ‘

_In short, after completion of the transition period, there would be

no Federal child nutrition programs, no Federal requirements that
States have any child nutrition programs, and no Federal moneys
to induce Stafes to have their own child nutrition programs. It
would be-up-to each State-to decide if-they wanted a.child-nutrition
program, how to stfucture such a program if they decide to have
one, and, most importantly, up to each State to figure out how to
finance such a program. )

The New Federalism debate up to this point has centered around
the swap component—who should be responsible for medicaid,
AFDC, and food stamps. This is the first time attention has been
given to the turnback component which would terminate and com-
pletely repeal the national school lunch program, the school break-

fast program, the child care feeding program, and the summer °

feeding program, among others.

If the administration’s New Federalism proposal is sent to the
Congress in its current form and enacted into law, the Nation’s
child nutrition effort would come to an #nd. Some States would no
doubt attempt to have a minimal school lunch program but it
would have to be a much lesser effort. The lunch program that the
States could reasonably be expected to implement would not be

. able to maintain the same nutritional standards required in the

national school lunch program or to provide the same assistance -

for poor children. We currently serve free or reduced price lunches
to 11.5 million children each day throughout the Nation. There is
no existing safety net within t‘h{e States to provide for these chil-
dren if the Federal child nutrition programs are repealed. In addi-
tion, we seriously question whether any State would be able to
afford a school breakfast program, a child care feeding program or
a summer feeding program. \

The consequences of last year's budget cuts are instructive. In
the approximately 1,500 schools that have dropped the national
schoof) Tunch program most schools established an a la carte type
replacement, without nutritional guidelines, and without any provi-
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sion for free and reduced price lunches for poor children The -
budget cuts took $1.5 billion in Federal support froma child nutri-
tion but not one State moved to pick up the slack. Three millio
children have been forced from the school lunch program yet we
are not aware of any State that has increased its finangial commit-
ment 1 penny.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to comment on this point as it re-
lates to the State I know best and that would be California We are
finding that the cuts that have already been made are makingJa
significant difference in the quality of programs in our States and
1n the participation. For example, we are finding that 155 students
have dropped out of the school lunch program, 19,000 out of the
breakfast program and as school opens this fall, we find many
schools are considering dropping the breakfast program altogether
This is what is happening as a result of cuts. )

If, indeed, funding was eliminated as proposed we could only
foresee total disaster. Recently I have had the opportunity to
appear before two-fiscal committees in our State legislature, one in
the Senate and one in the assembly. In both of these hearings the
legislature has expressed great concern about the cuts in Federal
funding for child-nutntion. However, the legislature has also given
a message, that in effect this State cannot continue to support pro-

So, we do not see at least in this State the opportunity to fund
programs from State resources. The question the Congress-fads is
not who should administer the child nutrition programs, but do we
as a country want to make sure children are fed. There were very
few child nutrition programs in the Nation’s 100,000 schools before
enactment of the National School Lunch Act in 1946; there were
very few, -if any, free lunches for needy children before the Con-
gress enacted the national free and reduced price meal program in.
the early 1970's; and there will be very few child nutrition pro-

ams left by 1990 if the Congress turns batk child nutrition to the

tates. .

For fiscal year 1983, ascording to a recent Library of Congress
stydy, approximately 75 percent of the total child nutrition pro-

. gram expenditures will be provided for federally income tested pro-

.. grams. According to the analysis of the Center on Budget and

Policy Priorities,some 82 percent of all Federal school lunch funds

go to sypport free and reduced price mealsor low-income children;

97 percent of Federal school breakfast funds go to support meals

for low-income children, about 80 percent of the child care food

«  program funds and 100 percent of the summer food program funds

. go for low-income children. Both the Office of Management and

Budget and the Congress currently classify the child nutrition pro-
grams as income security programs. .

As you know, Mr. Chairman, the association strongly believes

that tge child nutrition programs are much more than welfare pro-

“ grams. The point is, however, that most States will simply not be

able to pick up the responsibility for the Federal child nutrition
programs if it is abdicated by the Federal Government. As unem-
ployment goes up and more people are forced into the free lunch
category, the cost of 'these programs increases. As the cost of food
goes up, the cost of the programs goes up. These programs work

/
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because of the entitlement nature of the Federal programs. The
States will not be able to structure the programs in the same
manner, if indeed they have any program at all.

Further, the nutritional needs of children do not vary from State
to State. The nutrient requirements for well-nourished chtldren are
the same in the Statesof Mississippi as they are in the States of
Kentucky, Pennsylvania, or California. The child nutrition pro-
grams address a uniform national need, and jn return demand a
i%niform national commitment through uniform national guide-
ines.

The sad truth is that for many children across this country
school meals provide the only hot meals of the day. For many chil-
dren, Monday's school lunch is the first hot, nutritious meal they

. have had since Friday’s school lunch. -

4 Each morning millions of children throughout the United States
begin their school day by pledging allegiance to 6ne nation, under
God. Let’s think about what it means to be one nation. Can we

y considei ourselves to be one nation if the children in one
State with a sound tax base are well fed while the children in an-
other State without an adequate tax base go hungry? Are we to

/

. become 50 Separate nations bouna only by a commen defense paet,
, post office, and interstate highway system? There must be some-
& thing more that binds us, that makes us one nation.

Within 1 year of the historic CBS-TV documentary “Hunger in
America” the Senate created the Select Committee on Nutrition
and President Nixon declared the problem of malnutrition to be a
national responsibility. A national commitment to feeding children
was recognized and placed above partisan politics, above political
theory. Our commitment to each other, our hope for the future, our
national self-image demanded Federal intervention and freedom
from hunger. We must not pull back from this commitment.

The Federal child nutrition programs may well rrepresent the
most successful social policy initiative this country has ever under-
taken. Initiated in 1946 with the enactnrent of the National School
Lunch Act, the Federal effort to reduce hunger and malnutrition
among the Nation’s children has been overwhelmingly 'successful
It is a source of pride to all of us who have been involved in this
effort. ASFSA believes that the Federal Government should contin-
ue to retain primary responsibility for the national child nutrition

programs, and that this responsibili ould not be turned back to

the States. | . .

We strong$ urge passage of House Concurrent Resolution 384, It
1s an extremely important statement of public policy and one tHat
deserves the support of this committee, the House of Representa-
tives and the Senate. -

{The prepared statement of Gene White follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF GENE WHITE, CHAIRMAN OF THE LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE,
AMERICAN ScrooL Foop SERVICE ASSOCIATION

Mr. Chairman, Mr. Goodling, Members of the Committee, ] am Gene White,
Chairman of the Legislative Commuittee of the American School Food Service Associ:
ation, and Director, Office of Child Nutrition Service, for the State of California. Ac
companying me today 18 Mr. Marshall Matz, with the law. firm of Barnett & Alagia,
and counsel to the American School Food Service Association.
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1 am pleased to be able to préem the statement of the American School Food
Service Association (ASFSA) in support of H. Con Res. 384
One of the shortcomings of the Congressional budget process is that we have been

IS lenglalslatmg in recent years through reconciliationf bill&b hdg is extremeldeiCﬂgcul}t{éo
a major_program policy guestions as part of the budget process. n
gy'fz‘:es us the opportu%%‘ty%wga'ﬂa‘m an 'A%:porﬁhf"po'ﬁfy” questicl i the context—™"~ —~— =

of an oversight heaning before legislation is sent to the Congress. The Committee is
to be commended

The Adminstration s current thinking on New Federalism as outlined in the doc-
ument Tentative Administration Decisions on Federalism Initiative,” June 22, 1982,
would turn back to the states all the federal child nutrition programs with the
exception of WIC As that document makes clear, “after iscal year 1987 all turn-
back programs would be repealed” «emghasxs added; A federalism trust fund would
be created to help the states finance those functions afd responsibilities being car-
nied out by the programs to be turned back. Beginning in 1987, however, the federal-
ism trust fund would be phased out.

In short, after completion of the transition period, there would be no federal child
nutryion programs, no federal requirements that states have any child nutrition
p ms, and no federal monies to induce states to have their own child nutrition
programs. It would be up to each state to decide if they wanted a child nutrition
program, how to structure such a program if they decide to have one, and, most
importantly, up to each state to figure out how to finance such ilgrogram

The New Federalism debate up to thus point has centered arouhd the “swap’’ com-
ponent—who should be responsible for Medicaid, AFDC, and food stamps This is
the first time attention has been given to the turnback component which would ter-
minate and completély repeal the nationat school funch program, the sghool break-
fast program, the child care feeding program and the summer feeding program,
among others.

If the Administration’s New Federalism proposal is sent to the Congress in its
current form and-enacted into law, the nation’s <hild autrition effort would come to
an end. Some states would no doubt attempt to have a minimal school lunch pro-
gram but 1t would have to be a much lesser effort. The lunch program that the
states could reasonably be expected to implement would not be able to maintain the
same nutntidnal standards required in the national school lunch program or to pro-
vide the same assistance for poor children. We currently serve free or reduced price
lunches to 11.5 million children. There 1s no existing safety net within the states to
provide for these children if the federal child nutrition programs are repealed In
addition, we serously question whether any state would be able to afford a school
breakfast program, a child care feeding program or a summer feeding program

The consequences of last year's budget cuts are instructive In the approximately
1,500 schools that have dropped the National School Lunch Program most schools
established an a la carte type replacement, without nutritional guidelines, and with-
out any provision for free and reduced price lunches for poor children The budget
cuts took $1.5 bilhion 1n federal su? rt from child nutrition but not one state
moved to pick up the slack. Three mulhion children have been forced from the school
lunch program yet we are not aware of any state that has increased its financial
commitment one penny «1¢). The question the Congress faces is not who should ad-
mimister the child nutntion programs, but do we as a country want to make sure
children are fed. There were very few child nutrition programs in the nation’s
100,000 schools before enactment of the National School Lunch Act in 1946, there
were very few, if any, free lunches for needy children before the Congress enacted
the national free and reduced pnice meal %rogram in the early 1970’s, and there will
be very few child nutntion programs left by 1990 if the Congress “turns back” child
nutrition to the States. .

For fiscal year 1983, according to a recent Library of Congress study, approxi-
mately 75 percent of the total’child nutntion program expenditures wil be provided
for federally income tested programs. According to the analysis of the Center on
Budget and Policy Prionties, some 82 percent of all federal school lunch funds go to
support free and reduced price meals for low income children, 97 pegcent of federal
school breakfast funds go to support meals for low income children,\about 80 per-
cent of the child caré food program funds and 100 percent of the sumher food gm‘
gram funds go for low income children. Both the Office of Management and Budget
and the Congress currently classify the child nutrition programs as “income secu-
rity” programs.

As you know, Mr. Chairman, the Association strongly believes that the child nu-
tntion programs are much more than welfare programs. The point is, however, that
most states will ssmply not be able to pick up the responsibility for the federal child

«
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nutnition programs if it is abd;cated by the federal government. As une
goes up and more people are forced into the free lunch category, the
programs increases. AS the cost of the food goes up, the cost of the
up. These programs work because of the entitlement nature of the fi
The states will not be able to structure the programs in the same

|
.

& to feeding chuldren was recognized

’.};ey have any prograin at atl:

* Further. the nutntional needs of chifiren do not vary from state to state. The nu-
trient requirements for well-nourished chudren are the same in the state of Missis-
sipp1 as they are in the states of Kentucky. Pennsylvania or California. The child
nutrition programs address a uniform national need, and i return demand a uni-
form national commitment through uniform national guidelines.

The sad truth s that for many children across thus country school meals provide
the only hot meals of the day. For many children Monday’s school lunch :s the first
hot nutritious meal they've had since Friday’s school lunch. -

Each morning mullons of children throughout the United States begin their
school day by pledging allegiance to “one Nation, under God™ Let’s think about
what it means to be one Nation”. Can we t#uly consider ourselves to be one nation
if the children n one state with a sound tax base are well fed while the children in.
another state without an adequate tax base go hungry? Are we to become 30 sepa-
rate nat:ons bound only by a common defense pact, Post Office and interstate high-
way system? There must be something more that binds us, that make us “one
nation.” *

Within a year of the historic CBS-TV documentary “Hunger in Amenica” the
Senate created the Select Commuttee on Nutrit.on afid President Nixon declared the
problem of malnutrition to be a national respons.bility”. A national commitment

and partisan politics, above political
theory. Our commitment to each other, our hope for the future, our national self
umage demanded federal intervention and freedom from hunger. We must not pull
back from this commitment.
oThe federal child nutrition programs may well represent the most successful
social policy initiative this country has ever undertaken. Tnitiated in 1946 with the
enactment of the Nationa! School Lunch Act, the federal effort to reduce hunger
and malnutrition among the nation’s children has been oyverwhelmingly successful.

' It 18 a source of pride to all of us who have been involved in this effort. ASFSA

believes that the federal government should continue to retan primary responsibili

ty for the nation#® ch.ld nutnition programs, and that thus responsibility should not
be turned back to the states. -

* We strongly urge passage of H. Con. Res. 384. It 1s an extremely important state-

ment of public policy and oné that deserves the support of this Committee. the

House of Representatives and the Senate. .

Mr. KiLpee. Thank you, Ms. White for your testimony.

It is important that this committee compile a record to help
defend these people and your testimony is a very effective contribu-
tion to that record.

Qur next witness is Ms. Lorette Picciano-Hanson, issues analyst,
Bread for the World, a group for which I have gr dmiration. I
am a personal friend of Bishop Thomas Gumbleton who was a
classmate of mine in the .seminary. He continued in the ecclesiasti-

cal part of his profession. I chose government, eventually, anyway,

and I am also a good friend of Arthur Simon, executive director
and brother of Cgngressman Paul Simon.
Welcome. .

STATEMENT OF LORETTE PICCIANO-HANSON, ISSUES ANALYST,
’ BREAD FOR THE WORLD ’

Ms. Picciand-HansoN. Thank you very much. .

I am Lorette Picciano-Hanson. I am an issues analyst on domes-
tic hunger for Bread for the World, specializing in child nutrition
programs. I speak today on behalf of Bishop Gumbleton and

Arthur Simon and all of our 42,000 members across the country.

ERIC, 30
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When David Stockman, Director of the Office of Management
and Budget, introduced the specifics of the administration's New
Federalism plan early this year, he reminded congressional com-
mittees before which he testified that “the federalism plan reaches
beyond narrow questions of the most appropriate means for deliv-
ering particular Federal -programs.” Now tlgat the administration
has included a proposal to terminate Federal child nutrition pro-
grams and return funds for these programs to the States, we think
1t 15.most appropriate to consider some of the narrow questions. We
do not feel the administration’s proposal for child nutrition consti-
. tutes the most appropriate means for delivering Federal child nu-
trition pregrams.

We applaud your efforts, Mr. Chairman, and Mr. Goodling, Mr." .

Perkins and the rest of the tcommittee in getting together House
Concurrent Resolution 384 which would express the views of Con-
gress that these programs shduld not bé sent back to the States.
todwe thank you for this opportunity to address the subcommittee
ay.

Bread for the World is a Christian citizen’s movement which
seeks to address public policy on behalf of hungry people We are
not qualified to comment on all aspects of the Federalism initia-
tivt;,, or on the virtues, in most programs, of Federal vs. local con-
trol. . N

We do know that Christ has instructed us to feed the hungry,
and has told us in Matthew 23 that “Whenever you did this for one
of the least important of these brothers of mine, you did it for me.”
Our response to any initiative in Federal nutrition policy springs
from our concern that we design the best policy possible to accom-
plish this task of feeding the hungry. ¢

As Christians, and other people of faith, our concern for hungry
people cannot be allowed to conform to State, or for that matter,
national boundaries. A hungry child in Pennsylvania merits as
much concern as one in Kentucky, children in Texas and Vermont
are of no less value than those in Illinois or New York. They are
all children of God.

As citizens, we feel the elimination of hunger is a national re-
sponsibility. There may be programs where needs for services vary
from State to State. Nutrition programs do not fit that category
The right to, and need for, an adequate diet is the same in every
State of the Union.

Furthermore, the child who thrives and is able to learn and grow
into a productive citizen in New York is likely, in our mobile soci-
ety, to become a valued asset in Illinois or Texas or any other State
in the course of his or her life. If the same child does not thrive,
the loss roductivity is a cost borne by people in all those places

When a child is hungry in any State, it affects all of us, irrespec-
twve of where we reside. When hunger was discovered in a handful
of States in the late 1960's, in our hearts we felt it was not a con-
cern just for the people of Alabama or Arkansas, but for &ll of us
We were ashamed as citizens, not of our respective States, but of
the United States of America, to find such a thing happening here
We acted together to reduce hunger. We need to continue to work
together until each and every child in the United States is spared
the threat of hunger. This goal must remain a national goal.

-
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Federal efforts to reduce hunger have worked. Individual pro-
grams can always be improved and we have worked together dili-
gently to improve them. In the fact of increasing poverty, we
cannot risk taking on faith the administration’s assertion that the
States are much more willing and able to handle these programs
than in 1967. While that could be so, it does not make sense to at-
tempt to replace in one stroke what we have so arduously labored
to build unless and until we are firmly convinced that hungry chil-
dren will be better served if the responsibility for feeding them is
given back to the States.

Nutrition programs are a national investment. I think we have
many examples which I won’t take from my testimony right now,
that show the results of all of the child nutrition programs.

Child nutrition programs have worked because we have had a
concerted national effort to make them work. They have worked
because we have set national goals and national standards. These
standards have insured the programs have maintained a high qual-

ity and have therefore developed the respect and support of par-

ents, teachers, administrators, and politicians.

Without Federal standards, some States would maintain program
quality. Others might not. BFW has found that nothing extin-
guishes political support faster than a poor quality program which
fails to accomplish its purpose. If only one State allows standards
to 1 and- allows its programs eventually-to-be-terminated, that
1 too great. We need to keep child nutrition programs at the
Federal level until that risk can be eliminated entirely.

Federal programs as they are now constituted have resulted in
better health for many low- and middle-income children in our
Nation. The money we have spent on them can be counted as an
investment which will pay off later in lower costs for specialized
care of children who cannot work when they mature and in savings
in Federal health costs. ’

The costs which can be averted by better diet are not insignifi-
cant. The New York State Nutrition Watch Committee, in its find-
ings and recommendations reports that: ,

American industnal firms spend about $700 million yearly to replace the 200,000
men between 45 and 65 years of age who are killed or disabled by coronary diseases
Of the persons hospitalized in this State—New York—the Department of Health es-
, timates that 20 percent had a nutrition-related iliness. Studies have indicated that
up to one-third of total health care costs may be attributable to inadequate nutri

tion. Thus, poor nutntion contributes to an estimated $10 billion in health care
costs in New York State.

Improvements in diet could reduce obesity, heart disease and
infant mortality. Child nutrition programs not only improve the
health of children, they improve a child’s ability to remain healthy.
The meal provided by school cafeterias is an illustration of a bal-
anced diet includipg all essential nutrients needed for health and
growth. New foods, and new ideas for preparing familiar foods are
also introduced. * :
_ The nutrition education and training program allows for more

active educational efforts on diet and health to occur. School may
be the only place a child has access to this important instruction.
This information can counteract some negative information chil-
dren receive about food in medi##promotions.
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Nutrition habits are formed early in life, and the earlier a child
.. learns the essentials of good health, the greater impact that educa-
tion will have on their later habits. The potential of the child care
feeding program, where children are with a caretaker they respect
and imitate for up to 10 hours a day, to set good eating patterns
has not been explored. . ’

President Reagan has agreed, at least in theory, to the impor-
tance of good health habits in his proclamation making October 4,
1982 Child Health Day. He proclaims that:

There is no better way for this Nation to invest 1n its future than by fostering the
health of its children. \z'e can best do this by encouraging children to develop good .,
health habits and attitudes and by giving them the protection of immunization .

Healthy children fureshadow vigorous adults whose communities will benefit from
their energy and productivity. All of us should know how the personal choices we
make can help prevent disease and promote good health and to transfer this knowl-
edge to our children. By working together, parents, schools, private and voluntary
organizations, and government can effect a beneficial and lasting change in the
health of our ngtion and the lives of our children.

) The Federal Government may wish to more studiously investi-
gate the potential of child nutrition progranis, in their nutrition
and education componentg to reduce health costs before it consid-
ers assuming the enormous cost of the medicaﬂ\frogram as pro-

. posed in the federalism initiative.
The potential of child nutrition programs to improve the health
of our Nation's citizens and reduce health expenditures has not yet
been.reached. Nutrition education efforts are not yet well enough
established, nor their importance widely enough recognized to
insure all States would continue them if left to manage their own
program. I would also like to note that turning back child nutrition
funding might hurt some programs more than others. There is a
large constituency for the school lunch program in most States. It
is a well-recognized and well-respected program and probably
might fare well in competing with funds with other programs. Not
necessarily through though, depending on the ability of the State
to pay. Howevgr, we are a little more worried about the school
breakfast program which is not so well established and does not
have the degree of politic{l support that some of the other pro-
grams have. Some schools might also choose to use schoal breakfast
funds to help enhance the school lunch program.
The summer feeding program is not well established, and has
barely survived budget assault in the U.S. Congress. While the pro-
gram is essential, providing nutrition to*low income students for
one-quarter of the year, it has been more difficult to administer.
Since most school districts do not operate cafeterias in the summer,
the program has had to look elsewhere for sponsors. This commit-
tee is well aware of the problems with the program, and is likewise
aware that these problems are not without solution. But the repu-
tation of the program, combined with the fact that it is only a step-
child at best of State agencies, might mean the program would not
survive a battle for funds in many States. In the case of summer
feeding, the federalism plan is a risky proposition for the children \‘
|
|
|

»  who need the food.
The child care feeding program, so essential to preschool chil-
dren, is also not well established, and lacks powerful support at the
State level. In some States, it is administered through departments
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of education In other States, the Federal Government administers
it and there is not provision for State administration: --

This is & program we cannot risk losing and has barely survived
assaults in the U.S. Congress. This program is very essential, pro-
vides nutrition throughout the year for those other important 3
months. ;

It does not have the political support or the reputation that is
necessary for it to comp?ete for funds in very tough State funding
gattles and might very probably fall out of existence in many,

tates. .

As an expectant mother, I have been researching daycare costs
and have been extremely surprised to find out how much. quality
daycare costs and also how long are waiting lists for this care. Day-
care is essential if low-income mothers are going to continu k-
ing and this will save us expenses later. We would much er
have a mother working than on welfare and the mother would
prefer to be working.

School breakfast, summer feeding and child care feeding, are too
important. to be lost in a federalism shuffle. At the Federal level,
further improvements can be made in the programs, enabling them
to more effectively and efficiently accomplish their goals.

Child nutrition programs also benefit the farmers of the United
States. This partnership between nutrition and farmers provides a
market for nutritious food at cost affordable to school districts. - -
Children have a constant source of wholesome food. Commodities
programs would be much more difficult to administer if programs
are returned to the States. .

One assumption underlying the return of programs to the States
is that the administrative costs for the programs would be reduced
sharply Another assumption is that the States could administer
the programs more efficiently. There are few facts to either sup-
port or discredit these assumptions. The most we can say is that
through the years, the USPA has gained great expertise in admin- i
istering the programs with a reasonable degree of efficiency. The
centralized preparation of forms and regulations may have
some advantages over setting up 50 separate departments to do
the same work. We must have more than an assumption before we
can responsibly change the fundamental way these programs are
operated. We wonder whether the States are going to be able to
assume the costs. I have included in my testimony some informa-
tion about several States and we are very concerned, for example, ™ .
in the States of Michigan, Minnesota, and Ohie, which are already
suffering serious budget constraints. We are not sure that they are
going to be able to make up any more funds and assume any more
program responsibilities.

The Governors of Michigan and Minnesota decided not to run for
relection because of the very bad state of the States’ economies. .

The States where programs have been turned back and have )
moved swiftly to take control of the programs, most have exercistd
the option of tranferring fun tween block grants. Thirty-three
States, for example, moved funds out of low-incgme energy assist-
ance and 26 of those States placed those funds into social service
programs.
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In the recent urban institute study they also studied 25 States to
detérmine how much the States replaced funding. They found the
overall replacement rate has been low with the highest rate of re-
placement in social services but generally they only replaced a
small amount of those services.

The magnitude of dollars involved isn’t large and the decisions
were consistent with the State policy toward transferring funds be-
tween block grants. None of the States in severe financial situa-
tions cominitted them to any new replacement funding in 1983.
States that have historically provided high levels of human service
funding did not intend to replace funding while States in better
fiscal condition with historically low rates of spending did replace
funds in mest cases.

Texas, for example, which has a constitutional limit on the
amount of AFDC spending did not. We can infer that not all States
are in the position to take on new programs. They will do so mostly
according to their finance ability. Still, turning the responsibilities

for nutrition over fo the States is a risky proposifion and a humber -

of States already are ifi deep fiscal crisis. =
The administration has repeatedly stressed the role of private as-

) fistancgiand voluntarism ying the needs of poor and-hungry

peopl owever, now whe e needs are the greatest, Federal
budget reductions have ®eVerely undermined the ability of private
organizations to respond to need. The administration should harbor
no illusions, and Congress should accept no administation assump-
tions that churches and private agencies can fill the gap in services
which may be created by,further changes in the delivery of service
or created by the adoption of federalism initiatives.

Most of BFW’s members belong to organized churches. Many are
involved not only in public policy work, but in activating their
local churches to directly aid needy people in their communities. In
recent ‘'months, the BFW national office has received increasing
numbers of reports on dramatic increases in need for direct assist-
ance, of changes in the clientel needing service, with many more
families requesting aid, and of increased contributions from
churches which have not been able to meet increased needs. I have
included some examples of what is happening in some local areas.

In conclusion, Federal child nutrition programs are especially
important now when poverty is increasing again in the United
States. While States might be able to manage the programs well,
we cannot be certain that children in all States will receive assist-
ance similar to that which they receive naw from the Federal level.

Federal guidelines and standards have been especially important
in mamtaining quality programs which have consistently fulfilled
the goals set for them. A proper diet for&ur children and access to
education on what constitutes a proper diet is a worthy and valua-
ble investment for the Federal Government to make.

The reduction of hunger in the United States is appropriately a
Federal responsibility. We applaud the efforts of this committee
and give our full support to House Concurrent Resolution 384.

Mr. KiLpee. Thank you very much for your testimony.

[The prepared statement of Lorette Picciano-Hanson follows:] ‘4
¢ L
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF LORETTE PIcCIANO-HANSON, IssUES ANALYST, BREAD FOR
THE WORLD N~

Mr. Chairman, and mernbers of the House Education and Labor Committée, I am
Lorette Picciano-Hanson. I am an Issues Analyst on Domestic Hunger for Bread for
the World, specializing in child nutrition programs. I speak today. on behalf of
42,000 Bread for the World members. L

When David Stockman, Director of the Office of Mandgment an‘Budget, intro-
duced the specifics of the Administration’s “New Federalism” plan early this year,
he reminded Congressional committees before which he’ testifted that “the federal-
1sm plan reaches beyond narrow questions of the most- dppropriate meansyfor deliv-
ering particular federal programs.” Now that the Administration had’ inluded a
proposal to terminate federal ghild nutrition programs and return funds
programs to-the states, we think it is most appropriate to consider somegof the
“narrow’ questions. We do not feel the Administration’s proposal for child n#trition
constitutes the most appropriaté means for delivering federak child nutrition pro<

grams.
. We applaud your efforts, Mr. Chairman, and Mr. Goodling, to maintain féderﬁl,
support and responsibility for child nutrition programs, both in past actions of this :
committee and now through H. Con. Res. 384. BFW concurs with the goals of the
resolution which expresses the sense of Congress that federal involvement in and
support for nutrition programs, and that child nutrition programs should not be
turnea o the-statesg;—————— —— —>~—"— -
Thank you, also, for this opportunity to address this committee today. We are
grateful to you for providing this forum for further discussion of the appropriate
federal responsibility for feeding our nation’s children.

“

NUTRITION IS APPROPRIATELY A NATIONAL CONCERN

Bread for the World is a Christian citizen's movement which seeks to address
public -policy on’ behalf- of hungry people. We-are-not-qualified-to-comment-on-all
aspects of the federalism initiative, or on the virtues, in most programs, of federal
vs. local control, .

We do know that Christ has instructed us to feed the hungry, and has told us in
Matthew 25 that “whenever you did this for one of the least important of these
brothers of mine, you did it for me.” Our response to any initiative in federal nutri-
tion policy springs from our concern that we design the best policy possible to ac-
complish this task of feeding the hungry. ¢

As Christians, and other people of faith, our concern for hungry people cannot be
allowed to conform to state, or for that matter, national boundaries A hungry child
1n Pennsylvania merits as much concern as one in Kentucky, children in Texas and
Vermont are of no less value than those in Illim')/is or New York. They are all chil-
dren of God. .

As citizens, we feel the elimination of hunger is a national responsibility There
may be programs where needs for services vary from state to state. Nutrition pro-
grams do not fit that category. The right to, and need for, an adequate diet is the
same in every state of the union. e

Furthermore, the child who thrives and s able to learn and grow into a produc-
tive citizen 1n New York is likely, i our thobile society, to become a valued asset in
Illinois or Texas or any other staté in the course of his or her life. If the same child
does not thrive, the loss of productivity is a cost borne by people in all those places. .

When a child is hungry in any state, it affects all of us, irrespective of where we
reside. When hunger was discovered Ip a handful of states in the late 1960, in our
hearts we felt it was fiot a concern just for the people of Alabama or Arkansas, but
for all of us. We were ashamed as citizens, not of our respective states, but of the
United States of America, to find such a thing happening here. We acted together to
reduce hunger. We need to continue to work together until each and every child in

* the U.S. is spared the threat of hunger. This goal must remain a national goal

FEDERAL PROGRAMS WORK AT THE FEDERAL LEVEL

Federal efforts to reduce hunger have worked! Individual programs can always be
| improved and we have worked together diligently™o improve them In thelface of
inCreasing poverty, we cannot risk taking on faith the Administration's rtion
that the states are much more willing and able to handle these programs t in )

1967. While that could be so, it does not make sense to attempt to replace ini one
| stroke what we have so arduously labored to build unless and until we are firmly R
j
|
|
!
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convinced that hungry children will be better served if the responsibility for feeding
them i5 given back to the states.
Nutrition programs are a national investment.—If child nutrition programs had -
. not succeeded 1n improving health and nutrition, I am certain we would be search- -
ing for new approaches. But numerous studies have found, and numerous Congres-
sional witnesses have reported, improvements in health, nutrition status and
achievelhent as a result of child nugrition programs. -
For example: -
School Breakfast—The public schogl system in Cleveland, Ohio conducted a study
of children’s achievement, school at nce and health from 1968-72 to determine
whether the school breakfast program Yesulted in improvements in attendance, atti-
tudes toward school, and achievement. They.found statistical improvements in at-
tendance; improved attitudes, such as alertness, energy, manners and motivation
Improvements in achievement could not be measured because other projects which
might more directly influence achievement were in progr%s.

v hild Care Feeding Program—A 1976 study of the eadstart program in Maine
showed that Headstart meals increased consumption of calcium and ascorbic acid in
diets of children who attended regularly. Previously, both nutrients were below re-
quirements. A 1967 study in New York showed that Headstart meals conttibuted g
36-100 percent of some nutrients. A study of Headstart in 1968 in Louisiana showed
meals in the program improved.children’s hemocrit and hemoglobin values Studies

__  ___1n a mdwestern town in_1973 and in Santa Monica, California in 1974 found the 4
same thinf. T e T
School Lunch—A recent study by USDA found that studénts who participate in
school lunch recewve a higher percentage of their nutritional needs than those who
do not. Participating students got higher percentages of protein, Vitamin A, ribofla-
vin, vitamin B6, calcium and phosphorus both at lunch and throughout the day
than students who have school lunch available but do not eat it.
Child nutrition programs have worked because we have had a concerted national
- effort to.make them work. They have worked because we have set national goals
and national standards. These standards have insured the programs have main-
tained a high quality and have therefore developed the respect and support of par-
ents, teachers, administrators and politicians. ‘ \
Without federal standards, some states would maintain program quality ‘Others
might not. BFW has found that nothing extinguishes political support faster than a
LN poor quahty program which fails to accomplish 1ts purpose. If only one state allows
standards, to lapse and allows its programs eventually to be terminated, that loss is
too great. We nged to keep child nutnti‘xprograms at the federal level until that

risk can be eliminated entirely.
Federal programs gs they are now constifuted have resulted in better health for
many low and middle income childrep in our nation. The money we have spent on
* them can be counted as an investment which will pay off later in lower costs for
specialized care of children who cannot work when they mature and in savings in
federal health costs. .
The costs which can be averted by better diet are not insignificant The New York
State Nutrition Watch Committee, in its “Findings and Recommendations” reports
¢ that: .
' “American 1ndustrial firms spend about $700 million yearly'to replace the 200,000
men between 45 and 65 years of age who are killed or disabled by coronary diseases.
s Of the persons hospitalized in this state [New York], the Department of Health esti-
mates that 20 percent had a nutrition-related illness. . . . Studies have indicated
that up to one-third of total health care costs may be attributable to inadequate nu-
trition. Thus, Ypoor nutrition contributes to an estimated $10 billion in health care
costs in New York State.” A
Improvements in diet could reduce obesity, hegrt disease and infant mortality.
Child nutrition programs not only improve t?; health of children; they improve a
child's ability to remain healthy. The meal provided by school cafeterias is an illus-
tration of a balanced diet including all essential nutrienfs needed for health and
growth. New foods, and>new ideas for preparing familiar foods are also introduced
The Nutntion Education and Training program allows for more active educhtion- .
al efforts on diet and health to occur. School may be the only place a child has
. access to this important instruction. This information can counteract some negative |
information chilci’:en receive about food in media promotions. {
|
|

Nutrition habits are formed early in life, and the earlier a child learns the essen- ,
tials of good health, the greater impact that education will have on their later
habits. The potential of the Child Care Feedi’ng Program, where ¢hildren are with a X
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caretaker they respect.and imitate for up for 10 hours a day, to set good eating pat-
terns has not begn explored.

President Reagan has agreed, at least in theory, to the importance of good health
habits in his proclamation making 0ctober 4, 1982 Child Health Day He proclaims
that:

“There 1s no better way for’ this natlon to invest in its future than by fostering
the health of its children We can best do this by encouraging children to develop
good health hablts and attitudes and by giving them the protection of immuniza-
tion

Healthy children foreshadow vigorous adults whose communities will benefit
from their energy and productivity. .

"All of us should knoww how the personal choices we make can help prewent dis-
ease and promote good health and to transfer this knowledge to our children. By
working together, parents, schools, private and voluntary organizations, and govern-

ment can effect a beneﬁcxal nd lasting change in the Health of our Nation and the

lives of our childrén.”

The federal government may wish to ‘more studiously investigate the potential of
child nutrition programs, in their nutrition and education components, to reduce
health costs before it considers assuming the enormous cost of the Medicaid pro-
gram as proposed in the federalism initiative.

The potential of child nutrition programs to Amprove the health of our nation's
citizens-and reduce health expenditures has not yet been reached. Nutrition educa-
tion efforts are not yet well enough established, nor their importance widely enough
recognized to insure all states would continue them if left to manage their own pro-
gram. .

N Turning back nugrition, funds(z-‘vould' hurt some programs mpre than others.—The

National School Lynch program is well established and accepted in all states. It is

ually administered through state educational departments, and these departments

feel a sense of ownership for the program. They are therefore unlikely to allow

funds previously alloted to school lunch programs to be-allocated elsewhere if-state
legislatures are given control of the funds.

To a lesser extent, the state departments of education Teel and afﬁmty for the
school breakfast program, although this program has more spotty support through-
out the states. It has not yet been extended to all communltles, and in many places
where it is desperately needed, it has not yet started.. State educatipn departments
may again fight to keep school breakfast funding, but in some sgat%, they” may
choose to use the funds to enhance the more familiar lunch pro;

The Summer Feeding Program is not well established, and has barely survived
budget assaults in the U.S. Congress. While the program is essential, providing nu-
trition to low income students for one quarter of the ygar, it has been more difficult
to administer. Since most school districts do not operate cafeterias in the summer,
the proiram has had to look elsewhere for sponsogs. This committee is well aware of
the problems with the program, and is likewise aware that these problems are not
without solution. But the reputation of the program, combined with the fact that it

—1sonly a stepchild at.best of state agencies, might mean the program would not sur-
vive a battle for funds in many states In the case of Summer Feedmg, the federal-
ism plan is d risky proposition for the children who need the food.

The Child Care Feeding Program, so essential to preschool children, is also not

. well-established, and lacks powerful support at the state level. In some states, it is

administered through Departments of Education. In other states, the federal govern-
.ment administers it and there is not provision for state administration.

This is a program we cannot risk losing. Quality day care is essential if low-
income mothers are to continue working and training for better jobs. Food is one of
the largest expenses in day care centers, and without federal assistance for food,
many centers would be forced to close. Many have closed already due to budget re-
ductions. Day care is a small expense when compared to the fiscal and human cost
of forcing mothers out of work and onto welfare.

.. School Breakfast, Summer Feeding and Child Care Feeding, are too important to
be dost in a federalism shuffle. At the federal level, further improvements can be
made in :he programs, enabling them to more effecuvely and efficiently accomphsh
their goals

Child nutrition programs also benefit the farmers of the United States. This part-
nership between nutrition and farmers provides a market for nutritious food at cost
affordable to school districts. Children have a constant source of wholesome food.
Commodities programs would be much more Jdifficult to administer if programs are
returned to the states. .
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Program efficiency.—One assumption underlying the return of programs to the
states 15 that the admmstratsve-costs-for-the programs would be reduced sharply.... _
Another assumption s that the states could administer the programs more efficient-
ly. There are a few facts to esther support or discredit these assumptions The most
we can say s that through the years, the USDA has gained great expertise in ad-
ministering the programs with a Peasonable degree of efficiency. The centralized
preparation of forms and regulations may have some advantages over setting up 50
separate departments to do the same work. We' must have more than an assumption
bsfore we can responsibly change the fundamental way these programs are operat-
ed. . . .

CAN THE STATES ASSUME THE COSTS? -

Under the President's federalism $lan, funds for programs would be returned to ’
the states along with tax sources to pay for them. At first, the federal government
would continue funding. Later this funding would be phased ‘out States would then
be able to use a trust fund of excise taxes to help fund the programs. Some addition-
al assistance resulting from reduced federal taxes, allowing states to increase taxes,
could also be expected.

With the current size of the federal deficit, and planned increases in defense
spending which have equaled every dollar cut elsewhere, future tax reductions do

not_seem likely for many years to come. Further reductions in federal spending
which mught result from turning programs back to the states would be offset by i
creased Medicaid expenditures The total federalism plan entails about $38 7 billion,
which is not a large amount in the face of current federal deficits. -

We canndt assume that states will incur no further costs if programs are turned
back to them. Most states are not in a position at present to provide funds the feder-
al government will no longer provide. Many states have been unable to replace fed-
eral funds lost in budget cuts.

The Urban Institute and the National Conference of State Legislators recently
collected \nformation on the fiscal situation of the states They found a few states in
poor condition. In Michigan, Minnesota, and Ohio, for example, there seems to be
little hope that more could be done for hungry children in the wake of changes at
the federal level. ]

In Michigan, three executive orders have reduced the fiscal year 1982 budget by
more than $359 million, even with a temporary six-month one percent increase in
:ncome tax. Despite a budget imbalance, the state decided not to restrict welfare eli-
gibility. Because of high unemployment, unbudgeted costs increase by $266 million
The state did not replace lost federal revenue for higher education in 1982, but does
plan to do so in fiscal year 1983. A fall 1982 initiative proposes a 75 percent reduc-
tion 1n property taxes levied for schools. A budget amendment requires that aid to
local governments does not fall below 41.6 percent of the state budget

In Minnesota, in fiscal years 1982-83, $402 million was cut from the budget, $268 |
in spending was deferred, and taxes were increased by $268 million The DFL legis-
lature and the Republican governor disputed tax increases vs spending cuts The
cost of education has been partially returned to localities, and health and welfare
funding has been cut the least.

Ohio, which has the second highest unemployment rate in the country, has made
five rounds of spending cuts since December 1980. Most cuts exempted public wel-
fare, but Ohio sharts with a low base of support. Education and corrections spending
were protected, although education still recgived cuts in basic and special aid. All
operating budgets were cut by 10 percent. Taxes were increased by $600.million

The governors of Michigan and Minnesota declined to run for reelection because
of the state’s fiscal difficulties. '

The states have moved swiftly to take control of programs already turned back to
the states. Most states excercised the option of transferring funds between block
grants. Thirty-three states, for example} moved funds out of low income gnergy as-
sistance. Twenty-six placed these funds into social service programs.

The Urban Institute also studied twenty-five states to determine the rate of state
replacement funding. They concluded that thejoverall rate of replacement has been
low, with the highest rate of replacement in the social services where eight states
augmented fund'mF. Even where funds are replaced, it is generally only for a small
percgntaiz of the funds lost. The magnitude of dollars involved is not large, and de-
cisions about replacement funding were consistent with the states policy toward
trasferring funds between block grants. Also, none of the states in severe fiscal situ-
ations committed themselves to any new replacement funding for fiscal year 1983.
States which have historically provided high levels of human service funding did -
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not tend to replace funds, while states in better fiscal condition with hxstoncally low

. rates of spending on human services did replace funds.

- - From these fimdings, we can tnfer that not all-states-are m.&he«.pomtmw.mkunp—- R
new programs, They will do so mostly according to their financal abilify. The prob-
lem of a state’s willingness to serve the needs of hungry people w1?un its borders
may not be so great as in the past. Still, turning the responsibility fof nutrition over
to the states is a risky proposition in a number of states already in deep fiscal crisis.

PRIVATE AND VOLUNTARY EFFORTS

The Administration has repeatedly stressed the role of pnvate assistance and
“volunteerism” in meeting the needs of poor and hungry prople. However, now

when the needs are the greatest, federal budget reductions have severely under-
mined the ability of private organizations to respond to need. The Administration
should harbor no illusions, and Congress should accept no Administratiop, assump-
tions that churches and private agencies can fill the gap 1n services which may be
created by further changes in the delivery of service created by the adoption of fed-
eralism initiatives

Most of BFW’'s members belong to organized churches. Many _are involved not
only in public policy work, but in activating their local churches to directly ad
needy people in their communities. In recent months, the BFW national office has
received increasing numbers of reports on dramatic increases in need for direct as-

~—-——sistance, of changes in the cliental needing service, with many more families re-
questing aid, and of increased contributions from churches which have not been
able to meet increased needs.

In San Jose, California, low-cost housing was already scarce two years ago. Many
people were living in cars and needed food that didn't have to be refrigerated or
cooked. They did not qualify for public assistance because they had no address. This
was the kind of slack the churches and voluntary agencies vae always picked up,
bu they couldn’t keep up with the demand then and are more strained now.

hes have always complemented the efforts of the federal government for
dxrec ssistance. They are increasingly unable to make up for the loss of massive
amounts of federal dollars. *

Poor people in Franklin County, Ohxo, near Columbus, lost $7 million in food
stamp benefits Last year, area churches donated $500,000 in food. Even if church
contributions doubled to $1 million, there would still be $6 million less in one form
of food assistance alone. ¢

The Council of Churches in Kentucky recently published a study on levels of
church assistance to needy persons. The study concluded that the average church in
Kentucky would have to increase its annual contributions by $12,500 to meet the
cuts in federal food assistance alone.

- Some other examples of increased need include:

A 50 percent increase in requests for Emergency Food from the food cupboard at
St. Stephen’s Episcopal Church in Missouri district three. One third are requests
from people laid off from jobs.

Reduests for emergency financial assistance from the Archdiocese of Washington,
DC, have doubled and tripled at Cathohic Charities Offices. Lines at soup kitchens
are longer than before. At one parish, hundreds wait in line for sixty cents to help
them through one more day.

~In the Archdiocese of Detroxt, Archbishop Szoka notes at least a .100 percent in-
crease in requests for material assistance 1n nearly every social service agency in
the diocese. One emergency food center now serves 1,000 people per day.

Because of the volume of request from our members to help assess the situation in
their communities, BFW has recently launched a monitoring project called Hunger
Watch Since the kit was first released this past summer, over 120 local groups have
requested the materials. - .

The churches are now doing all they can go in many areas on behalf of the poor.
The prbblem of hunger will not be eliminated unless the federal government contin-
uescl its partnership with the church and voluntary agencies. There is plenty for each
to do.

CONCLUSION

Federal child nutrition programs are especially important now when poverty is
increasing again in the United States. While states might be able to manage the
programs well, we cannot be certain that children in all states will receive assist- .
ance similar to that which they receive now from the federal level.

. . \
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Federal gwidelines and standards have been especially important in maintaining
uahty programs which have consistently fulfilled the goals set for them A proper

glet for our children and access to educat.on on what constitutes a proper diet is a
worthy and valuable investment for the federal government to make

The reduction of hunger in the Unuted States is appropriately a federal responsi-
biity The job has not yet been completed. and fedecal efforts will need to continue
for some years to come - .

Patricio Fernandez Flores, Archbishop uf San Antonio spoke in a recent pastoral
jetter of conditions 1n his diocese My heart has many times felt.sadness many
of our brothers and sisters are poor | have seen the empty gaze of families who
don t have enough to eat or enough to live on [ have felt the fytlity of children
who go to school but who learn so little [ have seen the anger of people who fear as

if ife and opportunity have them by We have in oug mmdst so many ple
who feel isolated. oppressed. lonely—all those who live at thé‘edgg. whether they be
nich or poor—who will speak for them” . “"—Rural Amenca, Oct.-Nov 81, pg 22

We as a2 nation must continue to speak for them and feed them unul we reach a
day when they are able to do so themselves Taking special care of the children will
hasten the coming of that day

From the Federal Register Thursday Sept 16 1952,

CuiLp HEaLTH DAy, 1982

. -
A PROCLAMATION BY THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMJRICA

‘2

There 15 no better way for this Nation to invest in its future than byfostening the
health of its children We can best do this by encouraging children to develop good
heaith habits and attitudes and by giving them the protection of immunization.
Good health habits and practices n in chidhood are the prelude to positive
health throughout Iife .

Healthy children foreshadow ¥igarous adults whose communities will benefit from o
their energy and productivity Al of us should know how the personal choices we
make can help prevent disease and promote good health and to transfer this knowl-
edge to our cﬁnfdren By working together. parents, schools, rnvabe and voluntary
organizations. and government can effect a beneficial and lasting change in the
health of our Nation and the lives of our children

Now. therefore. I. Runald Reagan. President of the Unuted States of America. pur-
suant to 2 joint resolution of May 1&, 1928, as amended 136 U S C 143. do hereby
proclaim Monday. October 4. 1982, as Child Health Day

I urge all Americans to_join me in encouraging good health habits and attitudes
in our children and call Lpon all citizens to observe Child Health Day with appro-
El;late actiities directed toward establishing such practices in the youth of our

untry :

— - “In witness whereof. ] have hereunto set my hand this 14th day of Sept in the
syear of our Lord nineteen hundred and eighty-two. and of the Independence of the
United States of America'the two hundred and seventh

RoxaLp Reacan. -

Mr. KiLpee. Our next witness is Mr. Edward Cooney, staff attor-
ney, the Food Research Action Center.

Mr. Cooney is well known and respected by this committee.
People are clearly eating better in this country because of his activ-
ities.

STATEMENT OF EDWARD COONEY, STAFF ATTORNEY, FOOD
e =~ RESEARCH-AND-ACTION CENTER -, .

. Mr. CoonEey. Thank you, Mr. Kildee.

. I appreciate the opportunity to testify here today and I would
like to thank Chairman Perkins and Mr. Goodling for introducing
this resolution and for having these hearings. I am also pleased
that Representative Craig is here today.

In many instances people within the hunger community do talk
to one another and thus drive themselves crazy. It is nice to talk to

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: d -
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a representative who indicates that he has some reservations about
some measures of New Federalism and some of these programs in
particular.
I am presenting this testimony on behalf of the National Anti-
Hunger Coalition. Also the Coalition on Block Grants and Human
Needs endorses House Concurrent Resolution 384 as well.
The National Anti-Hunger Coalition is a group of low-income
participants and their allies. There are 49 regional representives
. and 30 State coordinators. At their Kansas City meeting in July of
this year they passed a resolution opposing the inclusion of child
nutrition programs in New Federalism because they feared that
there were no assurances that the nutritional needs of low-income
3 people would beprotected. 2
The Coalition on Block Grants and Human Needs is a group of
100 national organizations representing churches, the elderly, the
working poor and children and other vulnerable groups. They also
have concerns about the impact of New Federalism on the truly
needy of America. Not that these groups totally oppose New Feder-
-alism but they certainly have several reservations and that is par-
ticularly true of the inclusion of child nutrition programs.
House Concurrent Resolution 384 raises several questions. I
would like to touch on four of those questions. N
The first question is. Why do we have national 6r Federal child
nutrition programs” I think three points relate to that, some of
which have been mentioned here today and one is pretty obvious. =
A hungry child cannot learn no matter where he lives. Children
have basic nutritional needs which do not in fact vary from State
to State. It is also a necessary and vital need for national minimum
standards of eligibility and nutritional requirements.
Further, we believe there exists the need to protect special
groups in the population, like Native Americans and migrants.
The second question which I will address is: Even if it were ap-
R propriate, are States in a position to pay 100 percent of the future
costs of child nutrition programs? v

We would submit some experts will argue States will either have
to do one of two things. Raise taxes dramatically or cut services se-
verely, or both.

We believe that the Federal provisions of entitlement status and
indexing also have the—the loss of their provision will have an ad-
verse impact on States’ ability to pay for these programs. We
would also submit that States have not moved quickly to replace
lost Federal funds from budget cuts of 1981.

The third question concerns whether, if the child nutrition pro-
gram is so successful, why is there a need for change? We would

___..submit that the programs are successful and these successes have
been well documented. "" ’ - < m—

The fourth question is simply put. Who are the State and local
figures who want these child nutrition programs returned to the
States? We would suggest that the lack of response might be tell

_ing.

On the first issue of why we have child nutrition programs, we
think it is obvious that there is a link between nutrition, health
and learning. William J. Reese, in an article entitled “Nutrition in
Urban School Children 1890 to 1920, discussed this relationship.

12-141 0 - 83 - €
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He noted that the 19th-century French statesman Danton once said
that, "'After bread, education really is the first need of the people.”
Danton pointed ou® that food and education would become the
principal components of the strong nation-state. )

As a Nation we began as early as 1893 in Chicago with women'’s
groups, trade unionists and other groups to suggest that public
funds be used for school lunch and school breakfast programs.

The beginning of an issue of whether or not hungry children
learn, took place then. How people in Chicago were able to start a
school breakfast program without the use of the Frackelsen school
breakfast program is of course still a mystery.

As things progressed through the thirties, the Federal support
was extended, the Work Projects Administration, of course, did a
lot of things, but one of the things it did was add cafeteria workers
for schools. . .

Beginming 1n the forties there was the purchase and distributien
of surplus commodities in schools and in 1946 we saw the passage
of the national school lunch program.

This may be the only statement ever presented to Congress that
compares the Boer War in South Africa, World War I and World
War II and its impact on the school lunch programs, but they all
shared one thing in common. Draftees for all of those wars had nu-
trition related health problems which prevented individuals, par-
ticularly obviously young males, from serving in the military.

In 1906 the Uniform Provision of Meals Act was passed in Great
Britain which then became their national school lunch program
Ours took place in 1946. ,

In part as a response to the principle that a healthy, well nour-
ished citizenry would seem to be in the national interest, as you
¢an see from the statement of purpose in the national school lunch
program, it was passed as a measure of national security to safe-
guard the health and well being of the Nation’s children &nd to en-
coggage the domestic copsumption of nutritional agricultural com-
modities.

Later on in 1966 the Child Nutrition Act was passed with the__

school breakfast program containing a statement of purpose that
recognized the relationship between food and good nutrition and
the capacity of children to learn. ¢

I guess the point of that particular section is that nothing hap-
pens in a day. It took’ Congress 40 years to develop the world’s most
comprehensive child nutrition program. Let's not abandon that
road today. )

The second point under that question is that we feel there is a
need for a national minimum standard as it relates to eligiblity
Prior to 1970 there was a report prepared that indicated that 4 of
the 6 million children whose families had income below the poverty
level were not getting free and reduced priced meals. In many in-
stances they had to pay for those meals.

In 1968, as Gene White pointed out, Charles Kuralt did a special
called “Hunger—U.S.A.” The then Senator George McGovern hap-
pened to be sitting in front of his TV that evening when Kuralt
asked a child why he was not eating lunch, since he was sitting in
a cafteria and all the other kids were eating.
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The kid responded that he didn’t have enough money to buy the
lunch, wasn’t getting a free or reduced price meal. Kuralt then
asked him how he felt about this. McGovern sitting there before
his TV set said, “Well, he was probably going to say that he was
hungry or géa was simply just angry.” The child responded that he
was

and this committee, with Carl Perkins, in the lead and Representa.
tive Quie and the late John Ashbrook decided it was time for the
Federal Government to establish a national uniform measure of
need so tHat children in the wealthiest Nation in the world’s histo-
ry would fot be hungry in school. .

This experience .does not mean that States cannot or will not pro-
vide for their needy, but it does suggest that the track record in
some States is docurnented as not very uplifting. )

Therefore we argue that there is a necessary and vital role for
the Federal Government to play in establishing minimum stand-
ards such as ineligibility. )

We also feel the same is true in establishing nutrition require-
ments. As this committee has heard, countlessly, there is a mini-
mum nutritional goal of one-third of the RDA that is established
through the school lunch program. Kids are supposed to receive
that goal over time. Obviously not every meal meets that goal, but
that is the direction in which people are heading.

... We also know_that low-income people receive anywhere from 34 .
to 49 percent of their day’s total nutrition intake. We know this

because USDA has done a stud% and has reported that. Just think
of it. For many children the school lunch perggram is not only the
best meal of the day, but for thousands of needy children it may be
the only meal of the day. ~

Our concern is that if New Federalism is implemented things
like a nutritional standard would no longer be in place, local

- 4chools would have local nutritional standards but we would have

no assurances that the schoolchildren of this Nation as a whole
would be receiving nutritionally adequate lunches. There is an as-
sumption that every school system has a dietitian, has a nutrition-
islt and has a consumer expert on hand. That is not true in many
places.

The third point we raised is that native Americans and migragts
need our protection. They live in many situations. Native eri-
cans live in rural areas. It is not very cost effective sometimes
have programs located on a reservation. It costs more money be
cause the support m that might be available, and in Flint,
Mich., m—noe-‘avadag Habte, and in parts of Oklahoma. Migrants by the
nature of their work are certainly mobile. States have historically
stated, “We will treat you at your point of destination,” because
that particular State happened to be a point of origin for the mi-
grants. And the reverse is true for other States. They will say, “No,
it is the point of origin that is responsible for the migrant.”

Just one example. In the community services block t of last
year native Americans in seven States received no funds. All of the
individuals were parts of organizations that received money in pre-
vious years and we believe that the reason they didn't receive

those funds is that they are not as politically organized as some of

U R, e

It Was then that Senator McGovern and Members of the Senate -
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the other groups and also because they happen to live in large part
in rural areas. -

The second question which I think needs to be addressed is’ Can
the States pay 100 percent of the future costs of these programs’
Well, we have some indication of what those parameters—what is
going to be the cost of these programs in the future.

Jule Sugarman of the Human Services Information Center did a
study in 24 States of what it would cosf to fund the main Federal
human service programs in 1980 based upon the revenues in their
States from 1979 and he suggests sales taxes would have to go up
120 percent in the States, motor fuels by 169 percent, alcohol and
tobacco by 665 percent, personal income by 120 percent and corpo-
rate income by 37 percent.

One of those taxes would have to take place if you wanted to re-
place those revenues.

Trust fund or not, we fear that the States are going to have to
either cut services severely or raise taxes dramatically or both.
Robert Greenstein of the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities
has also pointed out a couple of interesting points that may have
gotten lost in the New Federalism shuffle and one is that between
1928 and 1958, if these programs remain at the Federal level,
States will receive an additional $1_ billion due to the entitlement
status and indexing provisions of the current programs. They will
lose those funds once New Federalism takes place.

Also the Office of Management and Budget has made their pro-
jections of future costs and future numbers of meals and submitted
that proposal as part of New Federalism. The only problem is the
figures are not accurate and CBO estimates they have made a mis-
take in the nature of 3400 million. Not a light sum.

States have not hasteney to pick up the Federal budget cuts of
1982. One example is under the child care fpod program. The Cali-
fornia rural assistance program in California has done a survey of
child care sponsors and they indicate that the direct results of the
budget cuts are, they are hearing stories of hungry children, in-
creased fees to parents and some program dropouts.

Our concern is that the high quality day care, the single most
important ingredient in allowing parents to work, is being increas-
ngly unavailable because the food subsidy wHich made it possible
is now too small. .

I think as Gene White has pointed out in the national school
lunch program we have seen dropouts. Nationwide about 3.4 mil-
lion children have dropped out and 1.4 million of those children are .
low income.

The school breakfast program, about a half a million of the 3.5
million children have dropped out and 75 percent of those children
are low income.

In a study that the Food Research Action Center has done enti-
tled, “The Impact of Child Nutrition Budget Cuts: A Look at the
States and Selected Districts,” we have backed that information up
by our own statistics which indicate that 62 percent of the States
had a 10-percent drop in participation and one-third of those chil-
dren in the lunch program were low income. Sixty-five percent of
the States reported another 10-percent drop in participation in
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school breakfast and approximately two-thirds of the children are
low income.

Mr. Kildee, I would like to submit this along with my printed
statement for the record and we will make the copy of the study,
which is 120 pages in length, available to Mr. Goodling’s office and
to Mr. Perkins’ office, because I think there is a great deal of infor-
mation in there that might be of assistance to the majority and mi-
nority members.

What have States done in terms of school lunch? Have they re-
placed the funds? I think Gene indicated that is not so. In place of
that they have tried to do some creative things, but when all is
said and done, you can only do so much better meal planning, so
much better use of commodities. You are faced with the situation
of, do you raisé prices to the paying students or do you decrease
the number of cafeteria workers. Some States do one, some local
schools do one, seme do both.

dJust to give an idea of what the costs are now for the paying stu-
dents, the national average in the school year 1980-81 was $63.58.
That has gone up to $79.08, an increase of 16.3 cents. This informa-
tion is based on a survey of 44 State directors who responded to our
survey as to what lunches cost in the State.

Another indication of the State’s ability to pay for programs is
that 17 States in 1980 to 1981 ‘provided their own funds beyond
what was called for in the national school lunch program. Thirteen
of those States in the school year 1981 to 1982 supplied those funds,
so we have seen a drop of four States which used to provide
healthy subsidies.

As a part of my testimony I have attached a listing of the 13
States, or the 17 States that did provide assistance to local schools
and what type of assistance that was because I felt the committee
might be interested in that.

It ranges from Utah's situation where they use taxes on alcohol,
to other States that provide for staff or in-kind support.

Just two quick points in conclusion, and I think many of the wit-
nesses have indicated that we all feel that the child nutrition pro-
grams have been successful. Such wide-ranging groups as the Con-
gressional Budget Office have suggested that school breakfast pro-
grams improved the diet for all participants and also that the cost
effectiveness of breakfasts is high. The study on the child care food
program ghowed there was greater variety and more nutrition in
food consumed by participants in the child care program than chil-
dren in centers who did not participate. -

The nutrition program, a report by our own concerned official at
the U.S. Department of Agriculture, has indicated the unequivocal
and positive effects of student nutrition knowledge in the States of
Georgia and Nebraska where USDA tested out NET.

The school lunch program assessment in FRAC in its own study,
I just point out to the counsel of the committee there is a three-
page bibliography of all the studies that were ever conducted by
anyone on school lunch which will be helpful to us all in giving
correct sights in, the future and pointing out deficiencies in the
past, but in thd FRAC study it indicated more milk, fruit, and vege-
tables were consumed by participants of the national school lunch
program than by nonparticipants.
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It also indicates that the kids who do brown bags and the al a
carte lines and vending machines do not approach the nutritional
integrity of the national school lunch program. That does not mean
a mother, father, or parent living at home who provide a very
sound nutritional lunch and sends it to school—parents do that but
what it does suggest is in studies conducted, is that the average kid
in that situation does not get a nutritional lunch, that the national
school lunch program is the answer to the needs of low-income and
all children. .

One last question is who are those local and State officials who
support the nutrition programs return to the States. Well, I have
been unable to find them. The State diregtors themselves met in
Brownsville, Tex. I happened to be privileged to be at that meeting
which USDA sponsored and I was allowed to address the group and
I heard what they had to say. They didn’t touch exactly on New
Federalism but New Federalism broke on the front page of the
Washington Post that day of my address, which I was very grateful
for because it made my presentation go quite well. -

*  But the directors indicated strongly that they felt that the nutri-
tion program should remain at the Federal level. There was no
mystery why. They knew that the States were facing great costs,
that in their own agencies there were State freezes. So you might
imply fyom that that they were simply watching out for fiscal con-
cerns, gut that has not been my experience. The State directors
and the National PTA, the Coalition-on Block Grants and: Human
{\Ieeds and the American Dietetic Association all endorse this teso-
ution. )

The common thread that goes to these organizations is not a fi-
nancial concern but they care about kids, they understand what
adequate nutrition is and how essential it is for growth, health and
intellectual and social development.

They know State resources are not unlipnited. The officials who
are supposed to benefit from New Fed m as it relates to child
nutrition have suggested that they wéuld rather keep it at the Fed-
eral level. ’

I know Mr. Kildee is a great myst2ry buff so I would just like to
conclude my testimony by saying that if Raymond Chandler, the
famous author of detective novels were here, I think he would say,
this proposal is ready for the big sleep. |

[The prepared statement of Edward Cooney follows:] ) K‘
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PrEPARED STATEMENT OF EDWARD COONEY, STAFF ATTORNEY, FOOD RESEARCH AND
AcTioN CENTER

.
’

I. InTroDUCTION

600D MORNING MR. CHAIRMAN. My MAME Is Epwarp CooNEv. I wouLD LIKE (

TO THANK YOU FOR THE INVITATION TO PRESENT THIS TESTIMONY. [ AM A STAFF
ATTORNEY AT THE Foob RESEARCH AND ACTION CENTER, A PUBLIC INTEREST LAW
FIRM AND ADVOCACY CENTER IN WAsHINGTON, D.C. My FI1ELD OF SPECTALTY Is
CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS- | WOULD LIKE TO THANK YOU, Mg. CHAIRMAN, aND

Rep.

GOODLING FOR CONVENING TH1S HEARING ON H. Con. Res. 384 wHicH Ex-
PRESSES THE sm/s-s?j CONGRESS THAT THERE 1S A NEED FOR CONTINUED SUPPORT
FOR FEDERAL NUTRITION PROGRAMS AND FURTHER EXPRESSES THE CONCERN THAT
THE RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS SHOULD NOT BE

TURNED BACK TO THE STATES-

1 AM PRESENTING THIS TESTIMONY ON BEMALF OF THE MATIONAL' ANTI-HUNGER
CoaLiTion.- THE CoALiTioN ON BLOCK GRANTS AND HuMAN NEEDS ALSO JOINS IN
suppoRT OF H. Con. Res. 384. MRr. CHAIRMAN, THESE GROUPS AND INDIVIDUALS

STRONGLY ENDORSE AND URGE THE IMMEDIATE PASSAGE OF H. &o’(- Res. 384. i -

., THE NATIONAL ANTI-HUNGER COALITION 1S COMPOSED OF, LOW INCOME PAR™
TICIPANTS OF FEDERAL NUTRITION PROGRAMS AND THEIR ALLIES ACROSS THE ‘

NATION- AT ITs Kansas CITY MEETING OF JuLy 1882, THE COALITION PASSED
A RESOLUTION TO:

bPPOSE THE INCLUSION OF CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS IN
NEW FEDERALJSM SINCE THERE WERE NO ASSURANCES THAT THE

UTRITIONAL NEEDS OF LOW INCOME AMERICANS WERE EROTECTED

Tue CoRLiTion oN BLock OraNTS AND HUMAN NEEDS IS AN ALLIANCE OF
MORE THAN 100 HATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS WHICH ARE DEEPLY CONCERNED ABOUT
THE DEVASTATING IMPLICATIONS OF THE ADMINISTRATION'S “NEW FEDERALISM”

PROPOSALS FOR THE TRULY NEEDY IN AMERICA. INCLUDED IN THE COALITION .

. €
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ARE NATIONAL CHURCH DENOHIFAIATIONS, clviL ng:lTS ORGANIZATIONS AND
GROUPS REPRESENTING POO??A‘R}}STWORKING PEOPLE, Dl.SABLED AMERICANS, THE
ELDERLY, CHILDREN, AND OTHER VULNERABLE GROUPS- THE MEMBERS OF THE
CoALITION ON BLock GRANTS AND H!JHAN NEEDS ARE GUIDED BY FOUR PRINCI-
PLES IN EXAMINING NEW BLOCK GRANT PROPOSALS AND THE ADMINISTRATION'S
. NEW FEDERALISM PROPOSAL- THESE ARE: l

~ THE NEED FOR ADEQUATE FEDERAL FUNDING FOR HUMAN NEEDS AND

INCOME MAINTENANCE PROGRAMS; :

T THE NEED FOR FEDERAL STANDARDS TO ENSURE THAT SUCH FUNDS

ARE TARGETED TO THE PEOPLE WHO HAVE THE GREATEST NEEDS;

= THE NEED TO ENSURE THAT THERE IS FEDERAL ENFORCEMENT OF
CIVIL RIGHTS LAWS AND OTHER' CRUCIAL PROTECTIONS WHICH
HAVE RESULTED FROM DECADES OF STRUGGLE TO IMPROVE THE

LIVES OF AMERICANS WITH SPECIAL NEEDS; AND

. = THE NEED FOR FEDERAL STANDARDS .TO ENSURE THAT LOCAL,
STATE, AND FEDERAL AGENCIES FOLLOW OPEN, DEMOCRATIC
' DECISION=MAKING (PROCESSES AND ARE HELD TO BASIC STANDARDS
OF PUBLIC ACCOUNTABILITY, INCLUDING REQUIREMENTS THAT Lt

THERE BE ADEQUATE RECORDS, AUDITING, AND OVERSIGHT.

— b et ———— e o wwmas e st o« .
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. * 11. WHY DO WE HAVE NATIONAL CHILDWUTRITION PROGRAMS?

AQWMMLEMM_WN
THere 15 A Link BETWEEN NUTRITION AND LEARNING
. .
THE NUTRITION AND HEALTH STATUS OF OUR CHILDREN AND PARTICULARLY
OUR LOW INCOME CHILDREN 1S A VITAL NATIQNAL CONCERN- ANY SCHOOL TEACHER
OR SCHOOL NURSE CAN TESTIFY TO THE OBVIOUS FACT THAT THERE 1S A LINK BE-
A TWEEN GOOD FOOD AND GOOD SCHOOL WORK- HUNGRY CHILDREN SIMPLY CANROT LEARN
THEIR Lesson( AS WELL AS OTHER HEALTHY AND ALERT CHILDREN. THE

1971 CenTurY FRENCH STATZEMAN DANTONTBYCE OBSERVED THAT "AFTER BREAD,

"

EDUCATION 1S THE FIRST NEED OF THE PEOPLE- - -” DANTON ACCURATELY FORE-
CASTED THAT AS THE MODERN DAY NATIONAL STATE TOOK FORM IN THE LATE NINE-
TEENTH CENTRY, TWO OF THE PRINCIPAL COMPONENTS OF A STRONG NATION WOULD
BE FQOD AND EDUCATION- I[N OUR OWN COUNTRY, AS EARLY As 1833, Foon anD
EDUCATION TOGETHER BECAME A FOCAL POINT, FOR WOMEN'S GROUPS, TRADE UNION-
1STS AND CIVIC GROUPS WHO éHAMplqnsn THE USE OF PUBLIC FUNDS FOR SCHOOL

* LUNCH AND BREAKFAST PROGRAMS.1/

AS EARLY AS THE EARLY 1930'5 FEDERAL ASSISTANCE IN THE FORHM OF
STAFF WAS PROVIDED TO LOCAL COMMUNITIES FOR THE PREPARATION AND SERV-
ING OF SCHOOL HEALS\,—IHﬁéUGH THE THIRTIES AND FORTI®§, THE FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT COMMENCED AND THEN GREATLY EXPANDED THE PURCHASE AND DISTRI~
BUTION OF SURPLUS COMMODITIES TO SCHOOLS- THE PROVISION OF FOODSTUFFS
TO SCHOOLS TO ASSIST THEM IN_ EDUCATING OUR CHILDREN BECAME ACCEPTED

NATIONAL POLICY WITH THE CREAT]ON OF THE NATIONAL ScHooL Luncu PROGRAM

o - M fenzanyn € n == it

A7 Reese, W AFTER BReaD, EDUCATION: Huranrlou AND URBAN SCHOOL
- CHILDREN 1890 6-525,
[¢]
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IN 1946. CONGRESS ENACTED LEGISLATION WHICHISTATED THAT THE POLICY
OF CONGRESS,WAS TO PROVIDE ASSISTANCE TO SCHOOLS FOR' SCHOOL LUNCH PRO™

GRAMS: .

AS A MEASURE OF NATIONAL SECURITY, TO SAFEGUARD THE A
~ HEALTH -AND WELL‘BEH;G_OF THE NATION'S CHILDREN AND

TO ENCOURAGE THE DOMESTIC CONSUMPTION OF. NUTRITIOUS

AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES AND OTHER FOODZ/ -

INDEED, ONE OF THE DRAMATIC DEVELOPMENTS THAT LED TO THE ESTABLISHMENT I
OF A NATIONAL LUNCH PROGRAM JUST AFTER THE WAR, WAS THE LARGE NUMBER OF
- " WORLD WAR [] DRAFTEES THAT HAD NUTRITION-RELATED HEALTH PROBLEMS WHICH~ N
PREVENTED THEM FROM SERVING IN THE MILITARY. A HEALTHY:;>ELLTNOURISHED

CITIZENRY WAS SEEN TO BE IN THE NATIONAL INTEREST-

CONGRESS RESTATED ITS SUPPORT FOR THE NOTION THAT CHILDREN'S NUTRI~
* TIONAL NEEDS DO NOT VARY FROM STATE TO STATE WHEN IT ENACTED THE CHILD
NUTRITION AcT oF 1966 ESTABLISHING THE ScHOOL BREAKFAST PROGRAM. THAT

ACT WAS LATER AMENDED TO INCLUDE THE CHILD CARE AND SumMer FooD PrOGRAMS,

THE N.E-T. PrOGRAM, THE SPECIAL SUPPLEMENTAL FooD PROGRAM FOR WoMEN,
INFANTS AND CHILDREN (WIC) anp THE SeéciAL MILK PROGRAM. THE DECLARA™
TION OF PURPOSE FOR THE CHILD NﬁTRlTlon AcT oF 1966 1s:
- ' A (
3 IN RECOGNITION OF THE DEMONSTRATED RELATIONSHIP
BETWEEN FOOD AND GoOD NUTRITION AND THE CAPACITY OF

CHILDREN TO DEVELOP AND L_EAR!L,_BQSED ON THE YEARS OF 4
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CUMULATIVE SUCCESSFUL EXPERIENCE UNDER THE NATION-
AL SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM WITH 1TS SIGNIFICANT CON™

IT 15 HEREBY DECLARED TO BE THE POLICY OF CONGRESS
THAT THESE EFFORTS SHALL BE EXTENDED, EXPANDED, AND

1 4
TRIBUTIONS IN THE FIELD OF APPLIED NUTRITION RESEARCH,

STRERGTHENED UNDER THE AUTHORITY OF THE SECRETARY OF

AGRICULTURE AS A MEASURE TO SAFEGUARD THE HEALTH

AND WELL-BEING OF THE NATION'S CHILDREN, AND TO EN-

COURAGE THE DOMESTIC CONSUMPTION OF AGRICULTURAL AND

OTHER FOODS, BY ASSISTING STATES, THROUGH GRANTS=IN-

NUTRITIONAL NEEDS OF OUR CHILDREN-

-
AID AND OTHER MEANS, TO MEET MORE EFFECTIVELY THE

B. Inere Is A Neep ror NATionar MiniMym STANDARDS:

Prior T0 1970, LocAL SCHOOL DISTRICTS ESTABLISHED THEIR OWN ELIGI-
BILITY STANDARDS WITHOUT ANY REQUIREMENT OR GUIDANCE FROM CONGRESS RE-

GARDING A UNIFORM ACCEI;TABLE MEASURE: OF NEED- ACCORDING TO A

Y

COALITION OF WOMEN'S GROUPS, THIS-LACK OF NATIONAL UNIFORM STAN- s

DARDS RESULTED IN 4 MILLION OF THE 6 MILLION CHILDREN FROM FAMILIES

WITH IncOMES OF $2,000 OR LESS NOT GETTING FREE OR REDUCED™PRICE MEALS.
THE REASON FOR THIS TRAGIC STATE OF AFFAIRS WAS THAT LOCAL SCHOOL DIS-

Dy,
TRICTS HAD SET WIDELY DIFFERING ELIGIBILITY STANDARDS.

o~

“REN HAVE A SPECIAL NEED F FOR NUTR]T!OUS MEALS, WHEREVER THEY MAY LIVE:

CONGRESS SET FEDERAL INCOME STANDARDS FOR FREE AND REDUCED PRICE MEALS-
L4

¢ o

PENS U SR Y

SINCE CHILDREN'S

- NUTRITIONAL NEEDS DO NOT VARY FROM STATE TO STATE, AND SINCE POOR CHILD'

\d
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. .
AS A DIRECT CONSEQUENCE OF HAVING NATIONAL UNIFORM INCOME ELIGIBILITY
STANDARDS, THE PARTICIPATION OF NEEDY CHILDREN ROSE FROM FEWER THAN 3

' MILLION IN 1970 TO NEARLY 12 MILLION CHILDREN TODAY- .

Schoot Lunch NuTRITIONAL REQUIREMENTS

<

THE PRINCIPAL NUTRITIONAL GOAL OF THE NATIONAL ScHooL Lunck Pro-
GRAM 1S TO PROVIDE CHILDREN, AT A MINIMUM, "W ONL\XHIRD OF THEIR
RECOMMENDED DIETARY ALLOWANCES OVER TIME: Tve U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRrI-
CULTURE HAS ESTABLISHED MEAL PATTERN REGULATIONS WHICH PROVIDE A FOR™ “—
MAT FOR HOW LOCAL SCHOOL LUNEH DIRECTORS CAN ACHIEVE THIS GOAL- MOREOVER,
THOUGH SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAMS DO NOT ALWAYS REACH THIS GOAL FOR EVERY NUTRIENT,
THEY MAKE A SUBSTANTIAL CONTRIBUTION TO THE TOTAL DIETARY INTAKE OF &
NEEDY CHILDREN- WE KNOW, FOR EXAMPLE, THAT:

A
— SCHOOL LUNCH PARTICIPANTS FROM LOW INCOME HOUSEHOLDS
DEPEND ON THE LUNCH PROGRAM ForR 34 TO 49 PERCENT os
THEIR DAYS’-NUTRIENT INTAKE.S/

/\V\\J . ‘
s

IF THERE WERE NO NATIONAL MINIMUM STANDARD OF ONE-THIRD OF RDA, THERE

. WOULD BE NO ASSURANCE THAT SCHOOLCHILDREN WOULD BE RECEIVING NUTRI™
TIONALLY ADEQUATE LUNCHES- * '
Local Resources

N SMALL SCHOOLS, RURAL ;CHOOLS, AND SCHOOLS WITH LARGE NUMBFRS OF POOR CHILDREN

NEED FEDERAL EXPERTISE IN DETERMINING NUTRITIONAL STANDARDS AND ELIGIBILTY LEVELSe

\ TR . ‘ . A
] _ L

D
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THE CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS ARE ENTITLEMENTS AND AS SUCH ARE AVAIL"
ABLE TO SCHOOLS AND INSTITUTIONS THAT SERVE NATIVE AMERICANS AND Mi-
GRANTS+ THESE GROYPS HAVE SPECIAL NEEDS. AMERICAN INDIANS AND ALASKAN
NATIvés ARE EXPOSED TO EXTREMES OF POVERTY, [LL HEALTH, AND MALNUTRITION:'

SOME STARK STATISTICS IN'CLUDE:

==, FORTY PERCENT OF RESERVATION INDIANS ARE LIVING BELOW

' Sty

THE POVERY' LEVEL.

== 0N THE AVERAGE, THE RESERVATION INDIAN pAY 28 PERCENT MORE AN

S
. FOR FOOD THAN URBAN CONSUMERS-

== INFANT MORTALITY AMONG NATIVE AMERICANS 1S 22.4% HIGHER

HIGHER THAN THE NATIONAL RATE-

-~ THE PROPORTION OF WHITE MOUNTAIN APACHE CHILDREN WITH LOW
VALUES FOR HEMOGLOBIN, PLASMA, IRON, VITAMIN A, AND

« ABSORBIC ACID HAS BEEN SHOWN TO BE TWO TO THREE TIMES

GREATER THAN NATIONAL SURVEY OF PRESCHOOL CHILDREN.Y/ .
. »
/ . '
NATIVE AMERICANS HAVE AN ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME OF $2,900 (1980). °

THE ROSEBUD-S10UX RESERVATION CURRENTLY HAS AN 83 RERCENT UNEM™
PLOYMENT RATE AND MANY OTHER RESERVATIONS RUN OVER 60 PERCENT UNEMPLOY-

MENT. (1982) MiGRANTS HAVE SIMILAR PROBLEMS OF POVERTY AND ILL HEALTH-
K LY

- .

W FXCERPT FROM SENATE SELECT COMMITTEE ON NUTRITION AND Humah v
Neeps PASELOS NUTRITION AND SPECIQt Group (1974).

. .’ L d
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IF NEW FEDERALISM IS IMPLEMENTED AS CURRENTLY PROPOSED, FUNDING
FOR SPECIAL GR:)UPS AT THE STATE LEVEL WILL BE IN JEOPARDY. THE KEW
FEDERALISM PROPOSAL ASSUMES AN ADSQUATE FUNDING BASE AT THE STATE LEVEL.
HOWEVER, MANY RURAL STATES WITH SPECIAL POPULATION GROUPS ARE UNPREPARED
AND IN SOME CASES UNWILLING TO FUND PROGRAMS FOR SPECIAL GROUPS: SINCE
MIGRANT POPULATIONS ARE /BY DEFINITION MOBILE, AND RESERVATIONS ARE LARGE™
LY RURAL, STATES WOULD ‘HAVEF;O SPEND MORE DOLLARS FOR NEEDED SERVICES
FOR THESE GROUPS AS OPPOSED r? cn:sas- ALSO, MANY WESTERN STATES HAVE
IR THE PAST CLAIMED THAT THEY SHOU.D NOT BE REQUIRED TO GIVE SERVICES
70 BATIVE AMERICANS SINCE THEY LAk INDSPENDENT SOVEREIGN STATUS, AND
THAT SERYICES- TO MIGRANTS SHOULD BE LIMITED TO THEIR STATE OF oaism oR
THEIR STATE OF DESTINATION. MIGRANTS GET CAUGHT 1N A “(aTeH 22° wimH
STATES OF DESTINATION ARGUING THAT STATES OF ORIGIN ARE RESPONSIBLE FOR

SOCIAL BENEFIT PROGRAMS AND STATES OF ORIGIN ARGUING THE REVERSE.

An EXAMPLE OF HOX SPECIAL GROUPS NEED FEDZRAL PROTECTION IS FOUND -
IN THE EXPERIENCE OF LAST YEAR'S ComMuniTY Services Brock Grawt. [In
PREVIOUS YEARS INDIAM TRIBES EITHER RECEIVED DIRECT GRANTS FROM THE FED-
grat CoMUNITY Seavices’ ApMinisTRATION (CSA) FOR ANTI-POVERTY WORK
{HEALTH, WORK EXPERIENCE OR SOCIAL SERVICES) OR SPECIAL SET ASIDE GRANTS
UNDER THE COMUKITY FOOD AND HUTRITION PRosram (ALSO PART OF C.S.A.).
THis YEAR unDER THE CoMMuNiTY ServiCES BLOCK GRANT, THE STATES OF
FLoriDa, GEORGIA, MARYLAND, HEw Hampsuire, PENNSYLVANIA; TENNESSEE AND
VIRGINIA ALLOCATED Ko CoMMUNITY SERVICES B.OCK‘GRANT FUNDS FOR SERV-
I1n5 MATIVE AMERICANS IN THEIR STATES . (INDIANS RESIDING IN ALL OF
THESE STATES WITH THE EXCEPTION OF FLORIDA ARE INELIGIBLE FOR SERVICES
AVAILABLE THROUSH THE Burgau oF InDian AFFairs. THus, Loss ofF C.S.A.
FUNDS IN THOSE COMMUNITIES 1S ESPECIALLY CRITICAL-)
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THE CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS WHICH WOULD BE RETURNED TO THE STATES
UNDER NEW FEDERALISH TOTAL $3.2 BiLLion IN FY 1982. S7aTES couLD RE-
CEIVE SOMZ FUNDS FROM THE TRUST FUND THROUGH FY 1388, BUT IT IS UNKNOWN
WHAT HAPPENS AFTER THAT YEAR WHEN FEDZRAL FUNDS BEGIN TO BE PHASED OUT.
THERE 15 AN INCREASING AWARENESS THAT STATES WILL FIND IT QUITE DIFFICULT
TO ESTIMATE THE TOTAL MAGNITUDE OF THE TMPACT OF THE WITHDRAWAL OF FEDERAL
FUNDS ON THE STATES AS A RESULT OF THE ADMINISTRATIONS FEDERALISHS AP~
PROACH. JULE M. SusarMaN, Manasing DIRECTOR OF THE Humaw Services In-
FORMATION CENTER, ATTEMPTED TO ASSESS THIS IMPACT IN A PAPER PRESENTED
AT THE BROOKINGS INSTITUTION. IN MAXING HIS ANALYSIS SUGARMAN SELECTED
FIVE INCOME MAINTENANCE PROGRAMS: PUBLIC ASSISTANCE, FOOD STAMPS, MeDlc-
CAID, LOW INCOMZ ENERGY ASSISTARCE, AND CETA, PLUS TWENTY TMO SERVICE
PROGRAMS WITH THE HIGHEST EXPENDITURE LEVELS (EDUCATION, HEALTH, SOCIAL
SERVICES, REHABILITATION AND COMMUNITY SERVICES). SUGARMAN WAKNTED TO
KNOW WHAT 1T WOULD COST STATES TO FIND REVENUES IN 1980 TO REPLACE THESE FED™
ERAL FUNDS. HIS STUDY LOOKED AT FERERAL GRANT DATA IN 24 STATES. SUGARMAN USED
STATE SALES TAX IN HIS ANALYSIS, ALTHOUGH HE COULD HAVE USED STATE INCOME/COR™
PORATE TAX OR ALCOMOLE TOBACCO OR MOTOR FUELS TAXES. HE NOTED THAT IF THE STATES
SURYEYED WANTED TO REPLACE 1980 FEDERAL FUNDS FOR MAJOR HUMAN SERVICES BASED
on 1979 REVENUES, THEY WOULD HAVE TO INCREASE ONE OF THESE STATE TAXES AS
FOLLOWS:
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® Saes Tax - 1207
¥otor FugeLs - 3%
Prcodol & Toaacco - 6551 7
Persomar Incoms - 120%
CorpoRaTE Incovz - 3271/

IT 1S BECOMING INCREASINGLY CLEAR THAT TO FULLY IMPLEMENT
NEW FEDERALISM SATES WILL HAVE TO EITHER RAISE TAXES DRAMATICALLY OR CUT SER-
VICES SEVERELY OR BOTH. STATES CURRENTLY RECEIVE MOST REVEMUES FROM SALES AND
GROSS RECEIPTS TAXES (SEE CHART 1), THE MOST REGRESSIVE TYPE OF TAX SINCE IT SO
ADVERSELY [MPACTS ON THE POOR- THE OTHER LIKELY CHOICE OF TAXATION 1§
THE CORPORATE INCOMZ TAX WHICH MANY STATES ARE RELUCTANT TO INCREASE
SINCE THEY HAVE FOR YEARS ATTRACTED NEW INDUSTRY BY OFFERING “LOW COR-
PORATE TAXATION". THE GOVERNORS MAVE NOT REACHED ANY CONSENSUS ON NEW FED-
o ERALISM IN PART BECAUSE THEY LACK INFORMATION ON THE SCOPE AND 1MPACT
OF THIS PROPOSAL BUT THEY ARE ALSO AWARE THAT FEDSRAL AID AS A PERCEN-
TAGE OF TOTAL RECEIPTS OF STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS HAS, PRLER TO NEW
FEDERALISM DECLINED FROM A HIGH OF 31.7% 1n 1980 1o 24.0% in 1982.
New FEDERALISM OFFERS YHE STATES HIGHER TAXES AND FEWER SERVICES, AND

THEREFORE, 1S A VERY UNAPPEALING PROPOSAL. -

b SEsAmn, ?MLREEH&%I%&WMMM
Brook 16 INSTITUTION, s .

-
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THERE ARE A FEW “MISSING PIECES” OF INFORMATION ON NEW FEDERALISM
AS IT RELATES TO CHILD WUTRITION PROGRAMS WHICH WiLL ALSO AFFECT
STATES ABILITY TO FINANCE TMESE PROGRAMS. ROBERT GREEMSTEIN, DIRECTOR
0F THE (ENTER ON BUDGET AND F’oucv. PRIORITIES HAS REVIEWED SEVERAL SUCH
IMPORTANT ISSUES IN HIS PAPER: Jmp 1ES oF A Fisca
RespomsIBILITIES FOR SELECTED ‘Turwpack’ PROGRAMS.” OME OF THE INTER-
ESTING POINTS HIGHLIGHTED BY MR. GREENSTEIN |S THE FACT THAT THE EN-
JITLEMENT STATUS, WHEREBY FEDERAL FUNDS ARE INCREASED FOR ANY SCHOOL OR
INSTITUTION THAT HAS A RISE IN ELIGIBLE PARTICIPANTS (PARTICULARLY HELP-
FUL DURING RECESSIOR), AND THE INDEXING PROVISION WHICH PROVIDES IN-
CREASES IN FEDERAL FUNDS TO REFLECT INCREASES IN THE COST OF FOOD OVER
THE PREVIOUS YEAR, WOULD BE LQST UNDER HEW FEDERALJSM. THESE PROVISIONS
ALONE WOULD ADD AS MUCH AS A BILLION DOLLARS TO THE STATES BETWEEN
FY 1982 anp FY 1985. Hgr FEDZRALISM ELIMINATES ENTITLEMENT STATUS AND
INDEXING. ANOTHER “SURPRISE” TO THE GOVERNORS, ACCORDING TO Mg.
GREENSTEIN, 15 TMAT THE OFFICE OF MamagerenT AnD BupseT REJECTED N1
ESTIMATES OF THE NUMBERS OF CHILD WUTRITION MEALS THAT WILL BE SERVED
IN FUTURE YEARS, AND SUBSTITUTED ITS OWN ESTIMATES, APPARENTLY TO MAKE
THE COSTS OF THESE PROGRAMS APPEAR LOWER. OREENSTEIN NOTED THAT OMB
FIGURES WERE REJECTED BY THE CONGRESSTOMAL BUDGET OFFICE WHICH PROJECTS
THAT CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS WILL ACTUALLY COST S40D MiLLION MORE BY
FY 1987 tuan ™z OB provscTiON. IT Is ;us 0MB FIGURES UPON WHICH THE

NEW FEDIRALISM PROPDSAL IN CHILD NUTRITION IS BASED.

TURRING AWAY FROM WHETHER STATES HAVE THE RESOURCES TO ACCEPT THE
“TURNBACK” OF CHILD NUTRITION PROPOSALS, LET'S TAKE A LOOK AT THEIR M-

MEDIATE PAST PERFORMANCE ON REPLACING PROGRAM BENEFITS OR SERVICES WHICH

ut
H O:)
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CONGRESS ELIMINATED IN THE OvNiBus BupeeT Anp ReconciLiaTion AcT oF 1981.
CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS WERE CUT BY $1.5 BILLION. WHAT HAS HAPPENED IN

THE STATES?

~

,ONE OF THE MAJOR CuTs IN THE CHILD CARE Foop Program (CCFP) wAs THE
ELIMINATION OF TWO OF THE FIVE MEAL TYPES. DAY CARE CENTERS AND HOMES
ARE NOW ONLY ALLOWED TO SERVE A MAXIMUM OF 2 MEALS AND 1 SupPpLEMENT-
. ACCORDING TO A SURVEY OF SIxTY THREe CCFP sponsors, BY THE CALIFORNIA RumAL
LeeAL SERVICES, THESE CUTS HAVE RESULTED IN HUNGRIER CHILDREN, INCREASED ’
FEES TO PARENTS, AND SOME PROGRAM DROPOUTS. ONE OF THE SPONSORS, Mission
CHiLb CaARE CONSORTII® REPORTED THAT:
. THE CHILDREN ENROLLED IN OUR PROGRAM WERE ACCUSTOMED TO EATING
TWO SNACKS DAILY = THAT WAS PART OF THE ROUTINE=-... SINCE WE
FACED THIS PROBLEM OF ONE SHACK, THE CHILDREN HAVE NOT FORGOTTEM,
AS THEY 60 HUNGRY FOR SOME TIME BETWEEN MEALS.
TH1S STORY IS REPEATED EVERYWHERE- SOON HIGH QUALITY, LOW COST DAY CARE, -
WHICH IS THE SINGLE MOST IMPORTANT FACTOR IN ALLOWING PARENTS TO WORK,
WILL SIMPLY BE UNAVAILABLE BECAUSE THE FOOD SUBSIDY, WHICH MADE IT POSSIBLE,

1S NOW TOO SMALL-

SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAMS WERE CUT BY $1 BiLLION AND RecenT USDA fi6-
URES INDICATE THAT AS MANY AS 3-4 MILLION CHILDREN (IncLuDinG 1.4 Mil-
LION LOW INCOME CHILDREN) ARE NO LONGER PARTIGIPATING IN THE LUNCH PROX
GRAM. As MANY As 500,000 (757 oF THEM NEEDY CHILDREN) OF THE 3.5 MIL- s
LION IN THE SCHOOL BREAKFAST PROGRAM HAVE DROPPED OUT. THESE STARTLING
DROP OUT FIGURES, wriicH (B ASSURED THIS COMMITTEE WOULD NEVER OCCUR,
WERE RECONFIRMED RECENTLY IN A STUDY wi1CH FRAC CONDUCTED WITH SUPPORT

FROM THE CoMMONWEALTH FUND. Tris sTuby, IHE IMPACT oF
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DISTRICTS, FOUND THAT:

SIXTY-ONE PERCENT OF THE STATE AGENCIES WHICH RESPONDED
REPORTED OVER 10T DROP IN STUDENT PARTICIPATION IN SCHOOL
LUNCH. (ONE THIRD WERE LOW INCOME.) Sim-nn! PERCENT OF
THE STATES RESPONDING HAD DROPS IN STUDENT PARTICIPATION
IN ScooL BReAXFAST OF over 10%,(Two-THIRDS OF wHICH
WERE LOW INCOME-) (4l STATE DIRECTORS RESPONDED TO THE
' C SURVEY) .
$
THESE DROPOUTS OCCURRED DESPITE CREATIVE AND EXTENSIVE ATTEMPTS [BY
STATE AND LOCAL SCHOOL LUNCH DIRECTORS TO MAINTAIN PARTICIPATION LEVELS.
THE DIRECTORS FELT THAT PARTICIPATION DROPS WERE DUE TO"DECREASED FEDERAL
ENT" ACCOMPANIED BY AN INCREASED PRICE TO THE PAYING STUDENT.

As PART OF FTA\STUDY, FRAC wAS ABLE TO-DETERMINE THAT THE AVERAGE PRICE FOR
A PAID scdoo‘u CH INCREASED BY 16.3 CENTS- = FroM 63.5 cents (1980-81

=

SCHOOL YEAR) T0 79.8 cents (1981-1987 scHooL YEAR)-

UNDER THE NEW FEDERALISM PROPOSAL, ONE 1S LED TO BELIEVE THAT STATES
WOULD SIMPLY USE THEIR REVENUES TO PICK UP THESE PROGRAMS, ONCE THE FED-
ERAL TRUST FUNDS ARE EXHAUSTED. THE FRAC STuDY SUGGESTS THAT THIS CON-
CLUSION IS SHAKY AT BEST. In 17 oF THE 44 STATES SERVEYED, THE STATE PRO"
vIDED FUNDS TO SUPPORT THE ScHooL Lunck Progra 1w 1980-1981 sevenp

WHAT IS REQUIRED Br THE NATIONAL ScHoot LuncH AcT. THiS FIGURE DROPPED

[

O
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70 13 1n 1981-1982. (See ATTACHED CHART 3 FOR A MORE DETAILED ACCOUNT

OF STATE FINANCIAL SUPPORT FOR SCHOOL LUNCH.)

IT IS CLEAR TMAT THE BUDGET CUTS IN CHILD NUTRITION ARE RESPONSIBLE

FOR A SUBSTANTIAL DECLINE IN PARTICIPATION, AND THAT STATES HAVE BEEN UNABLE

FINANCIALLY TO FILL THE FUNDING vOID.

IV. Tug CunLp mg:gmg‘u ProgrAMs Have DRAMATICALLY REDUCED

H A l

THE FEDERAL FOOD PROGRAMS HAVE WORKED AND WORKED WELL. AS GEORGE .

McGOVERN ONCE STATED:

NUTRITION PROGRAMS ESTABLISHED IN THE LAST 10 YEARS
HAVE PROBABLY BEEN THE MOST IMPRESSIVE SUCCESS STORY o L

IN GOVERNMENT-

-SENATOR GEORGE {'CGOVERN, FORMER CHAIRMAN,

StecT COMMIETEE on NuTriTION AND Human Neeps
AND FORMER (HATRMAN, THE NUTRITION SuBCOMMIT-
TEE OF THE SENATE AGRICULTURE COMMITTEE

SENATOR MCGOVERN MADE THIS COMMENT IN A FLOOR DEBATE SUCCESSFULLY ARGU™ . _ .
ING AGAINST A SIX STATE PILOT CHILD NUTRITION BLOCK GRANT WHICH HE FELT

WOULD HAVE UNDERMINE THE PREVIOUS SU‘CESS OF JHESE PROGRAMS.

N

In 1967, A FIELD FOUNDATION SPONSORED MEDICAL RESEARCH TEAM REPORTED ON
wIDESPREAD HUNGER AND MALNUTRITION AMONG POOR CHILDREN IN Mississippl. Te

YEARS LATER A LARGER HEALTH TEAM DID A MORE EXTENSIVE STUDY AND FOUND

-




\
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THAT WHILE THE EVERYDAY LIFE OF AMERICANS LIVING IN POVERTY HAD REMAIND
AS DARK OR DARKER THAN 10 YEARS EARLIER, THAT THERE WAS A DIFFERENCE IN

THE AREA OF FOOD-

THE Foop STAMP PROGRAM, THE NUTRITIONAL COMPONENT OF
HEAD START, ScrooL LUNCH AND BREAKFAST PROGRAMS, AND
TO A LESSER EXTENT THE WOMEN, INFANTS AND CHILDREN
FEEDING PROGRAMS HAVE MADE THE DIFFERENCE-

(N1ck Kotz- Hynger [N AMerica: THE FEDERAL ReSPONSE, ®
1979.) :

CONSIDER THE FOLLOWING FACTS:

0 0vén‘23 MILLION CHILDREN RECEIVE A LUNCH AT SCHOOL DAILY
AND AT LEAST 12 MILLION OF THESE CHILDREN RECEIVE FROM 34
10 497 OF THEIR DAILY NUTRIENTS THROUGH THE NATIONAL ScHooL
Luné; ProGRAM. (NSLP)

0

4

THE CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE HAS REPORTED THAT PARTICI-
PATION IN THE SCHOOL BREAKFAST PROGRAM RESULTS IN IMPROVED
DIETS FOR ALL CHILDREN REGARDLESS OF INCOME- ALSO THE PRO- -

GRAM'S COST EFFECTIVENESS 1S HIGH ACCORDING TO CBO.

0 THe ABT AsSOCIATES EVALUATION OF THE CHiLD CARe Foob ProGraM
(CCFP) FOUND THAT CHILDREN WHO PARTICIPATED IN CCFP wERE
MORE LIKELY TO CONSUME A GREATER VARIETY OF FOODS AND MORE
KUTRITIOUS MEALS THAN CHILDREN WHO DID NOT PARTICIPATE IN
THE PROGRAM. (PARTICIPANTS CONSUMED MORE FRUITS, VEGETABLES,

AND WHOLE GRAINS THAN NON-PARTICIPANTS.)
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0 A RECENT EVALUATION OF THE NuTRiTion EpucaTion AND TraininG (N.E.T.)
ProGrAH BY USDA Founp THAT THE N.E.T. prociMs 1N GEORGIA AND
NEBRASKA DEMONSTRATED UNEQUIVOCAL POSITIVE PROGRAM EFFECTS
ON STUDENT NUTRITION kNowLEDGE (USDA, May, 1982).

0 ACCORDING TO FRAC’S STUDY CONCERNING THE IMPACT OF CHILD MNUTRITION
BUDGET CUTS ON SELECTED SCHOOL DI::RICTS, CHILDREN WHO ATE SCHOOL
LUNCHES WERE MUCH MORE LIKELY TO CONSUME MILK, A FRUIT, AND A VEGE™
TABLE THAN STUDENTS WHO ATTENTED SCHOOLS THAT HAD DROPPED THE NSLP;
SINCE THESE THREE FOODS ARE MAJOR SOURCES OF ESSENTIAL NUTRIENTS, THE
SCHOOL LUNCH EATERS ARE PROBABLY GETTING MORE OF THEIR NUTRITIONAL

NEEDS FULILLED BY EATING LUNCH THAN THOSE CHILDREN wiTHOUT A NSLP.

V. ¥no ARE THE STATE anp Local OrriciaLs Wro Want CHILD
HutriTion PROGRAMS RETURNED 0 THE STATE?

N ] CoNSIDER THE FOLLOWING POINTS:

0 STATE CHILD NUTRITION DIRECTORS ATTENDING THE ANNUAL FEDERAL-
STATE PARTNERSHIP MEETING IN JANUARY 1982 N BROWNSVILLE,
TEXAS, WHILE NOT DIRECTLY MENTIONING “NEW FEDERALISM,”
ADOPTED A RESOLUTION OPPOSING BLOCK GRANTS AND PROMISING
TO WORK TO SUPPORT ALL PRESENT CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS.
THESE OFFICIALS STATED THAT CHILD NUTRITION SHOULD NOT
BE USED AS A POLITICAL FOOTBALL HARMING THE HEALTH AND

WELL-BEING OF THE NATION'S CHILDREN- THE DIRECTORS PASSED A RESO~

LUTION STATING THAT THE PROGRAMS SHOULD REMAIN AT THE FEDERAL LEVEL-

0 THe NaTionaL PTA, REPRESENTING MILLIONS OF PARENTS, SUP<

ports H. Con- Res. 384.

63 )
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o THEe 60,000 MEMBER AMERICAN SCHOOL Foob SERVICE ASSOCIATION,
WHICH REPRESENTS LOCAL AND STATE SCHOOL LUNCH OFFICIALS,1S OPPO”

. SED TO INCLUDING CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS IN NEW FEDERAL1SM-

0 THE COALITION ON BLOCK GRANTS AND Human MEEDS SupPORTS H.

Con- Res. 334. !

0 ON BEHALF OF LOWER INCOME PARTICIPANTS, THE NaTioNAL ANTI- HUNGER
COALITION URGES THE DELETION OF CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS

FROM NEW FEDERALiSHM-

o THE AMERiCAN FEDERATION OF STATE, COUNTY AND MuNiCipPAL
T EMPLOYEES, WHicH HAs 40,000 MEMBERS EMPLOYED IN SCHOOL
MEALS PROGRAMS, DOES NOT SUPPORT THE INCLUSION OF CHILD

NUTRITION PROGRAMS IN NEW FEDERALISM- PPN
A

o THE AMericaN DigveviC AssOCIATION wiTh 50,000 REGISTERED
DIETICIANS AND NUTRITIONISTS HAS A BOARD RESOLUTION WHiCH

' supporTs H. Con. Res. 384. -

ALL OF THESE GROUPS HAVE EXPERIENCE IN THE OPERATION OF CHILD
NUTRITION PROGRAMS: WHILE SOME OF THESE INDIVIDUALS HAVE A FINANCIAL
INTEREST IN THE CONTINUATION OF THESE PROGRAMS, THE COMMON THREAD OF
INTEREST FOR ALL GROUPS 1S THAT THEY CARE ABOUT KIDS AND UNDERSTAND THAT
ADEQUATE NUTRITION 1S ESSENTIAL FOR THEIR GROWTH, HEALTH, AND INTELLECT™
UAL AND SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT. THEY KNOW THAT ALL STATES DO NOT HAVE ADE-
QUATE RESOURCES TO FINANCE THE VITAL AND NECESSARY CHILD NUTRITION PRO™

GRAMS «

Ve
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HE HAVE BEEN TOLD THAT STATE AND LOCAL OFFICIALS AND COMMUNITY
GROUPS WILL BENEFIT FROM NEW FEDERALISM. YET, AS WE HAVE SEEN TODAY,
THEY REJECT IT. THE INCLUSION OF CHILD NUTRLP{ON PROGRAMS IN NEW FED-
ERALISM IS AN UNNEEDED AND UNWANTED CONCEPT. AS THE FAMOUS AUTHOR OF
DETECTIVE NOVELS, RAYMOND (HANDLER, WOULD SAY IF HE WERE HERE: “THIS
PROPOSAL 1S READY FOR Tg}?ﬁls SLEEP.”
Chart 1

Percentage Distribution and Rank,of N2 jor Sources of State Tax Collecticns,
1922, 1938, 1948, 1958, and 1973

Type of 1ax 192 1938 1948 1962 1973
Percentege oQouI staie 1ax revenue
Sales and gross receipts 14,1 53.4 59.9 51.6 .5
General 14.3 2.9 28.7 2.3
Sedeztive . 14,1 3.2 3.0 28.9 8.5 °
Motor fuel . 1.4 24.3 8.7 14.2 1.3
Akoholic bevenge “, ... ¢ 6.3 3.1 2.7
Tobaczo product 1.3 5.0 5.2 4.6
Cther 12.3 7.0 2.0 6.4 6.4 s
Income 10.7 12.2 16.1 24.0 2.9
indmdual 4.5 7.0 7.4 17.1 22.9
Corporate 6.1 5.3 | B} 6.9 3.0
Licease 3.8 16.0 14,5 10.6 .
Motor vehxle and +
operators® 16.1 11.5 3.2 6.3 5.3.
Miscellaneous 15.4 4.5 57 3.8 3.1
Other . 43.7 18.4 9.6 7.7 6.1
Property 36.7 7.3 4.1 2.8 1.9
Death and gift 7.0 4.5 ’2.7 2.4 2.1
Miscellancous 6.1 2.3 2.3 2.1
Rank in Importance a3 source of state tax revenue
Propenty 1 4 H H 1
Motor vehicle and operatons’ '
Leense 2 3 3 5 5
Death and gify 3 1] H H H
Corporate income 4 7 ] 4 4
Indsvidual income 5 s 5 2 2
Motor fuel ¢ 1 2 3 3
Gentral sales ven 2 1 1, 1
AJcoholx beverage e 6 ¢ 7 7
Tobaezo product -4 7 6 3
Sewrtet Ceniw Bumay, Huseccal Ssatiins of ihe Unnied Sisies- Cotonw! Tumes s 1952 (GO, 1940y,
9. 29-21, ané Carus Burmu, Sure Coverament Faancer o 1962, 99, 222, ane 0 1902, 9y 19221,
¢ Fururts are rouséec.
*

(Reprinted from Maxwell and Aronson, FINANCING STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS,

Studies of Government Finance, The Brookings Inst tution: Washington, D.C.,
1977 at p.h2),
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Chart 2

Declining Federal Aid to State And Local Governmenis
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CHART 3

State Financial Support for the School Lunch Program

.

»
In 17 of the 44 states surveyed, the state provided funds to support the

)
School Lunch Program in 1980-1981, beyond what is required by the National

School Lunch Act. This dropped to 13 in 1981-1982.

.

statea provided in both achool yefra are listed below:

‘.

State . 1980?1981
Alaska Replnced'1/3 of federal
loss that year
California 8.18¢/1lunch
Delaware Salaries of local supervisors
- and 25% of other staff
- salaries (Sl.b million)
’ Georgia 10¢/1lunch ! .
Hawaii State supports, but no responae
given to this questioRm
Louisiana 9¢/lunch .
Maryland 16¢/free, or reduced price
lunch
Michigan | 5¢/free lunch; 2¢/reduced
price lunch
Minnesota 5.3¢/paid lunch
Nevada j\ 3&/1anh ($360,000)
New Jeraey 8.44/free or reduced price
/, neal; 6¢ for all meals
Y

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

The kinds of support

1981-1982 )

{
State dropped support

8.67¢/free or reduced

price lunch

Same as 1980-81
Same aa 1980-81
State dropped support
Same as 1980-81
State dropped support

5.5¢/paid lunch

8.4¢/free or reduced

. |
Same ns$1980-81 |
price meal; 6¢ for all |
|
|

private achool weals;
3.3¢ for all pudblic

achool merin 1
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Pennsylvania 3¢/vreakfast State dropped support
Rhdde Island Subsidized by state to make Same as 1980-81

up difference bétween federal
funds and children's paynents
South Carolina Financial help for paying Same 2s 1980-1981

food service personnel

Utah 12.8¢/lunch Percentage of liquor
tax goes to the School
‘_ Lunch Program
Washington [ Sc,:e provides support but

no response ;iveg to &his

question ) ;

West Virginia Partial plymeﬁ: of labpr Sane as 1980-81

Mr. KiLpee. Thank you very much for your testimony, Mr.
Cooney. .

I was reading through some testirhony given to this committee
last March and for the record, again, Mr. Ratchford questioned Sec-
retary Block. '

Mr. RatcHFoRD. Mr. Secretary, I guess I don't have to ask you, if you had the
decision to make would you continue the national school lunch program®

Secretary Brock. If I had the decision to make I would turn it back to the States.

Mr. Rarcurorp. Really? ¢
Secretary Brock. Yes, sir. :

I think it is always better to add things that are preventive in
nature rather than recuperative, but I think if we were ever to lose
Federal concern and involvement in these programs, it would be
difficult to restore those programs. . )

Also if the New Federalism had been put into place, say, 10 years
ago and were in place today, I shudder to think what the State of
Michigan would be doing in this program. The State of Michigan is
a financial basketcase and it would not be able to adequately ad-
dress itself to those nutritional needs.

Let me quote another well-known person in our history, Richard
Nixon, who said: . ’ . .

Nourishment 15 a national concern because we are a nation that cares about its
people. A child 111 fed 1s dulled in curiosity, lower in stamina, distracted from learn-
ing.

He recognized there was a national concern and he did support
this program.

We find a different philosophy. Not a Democrat nor a Republican
philosophy in the White House, but a quite different philosophy be-

- ¢
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cause these programs have been kept going and improved under
administrations of both of the major parties. .

We find a threat that is not partisan in nature but’is philosophi-
cal in nature. I think under the flag of fiscal integrity there is
flying a strong philosophical flag, and that philosophical flag is one
that we have to watch very carefully ‘because many of these pro-
grams that have been set up because there are national concerns
ang there 1s a better national response to the national concerns are
being threatenet by this philosophical view, which is strong, in
OMB, probably stronger than even in the White House, where it is
prevailing in the White House.

So I think these hearings are a preventative and we hope that
they will stay that way rather than having future hearirigs which
are recuperative in nature’

Mr. Coongy. I think Secretary Block is probably caught between
varying views. Due to the leadership of the American School Food
Service Association and their represehtative, I think the Secretary
has mqved, in terms of his permanent support, for the national
school lunch program. I know that New Federalism is a pepular
issue in OMB, and with some members of the White House, and
the leadership, but I would like to suggest that I think the Secre-
tary's position has moved and we hope that it will moye all the
way toward turning that around. I know he is not free to say that
at different times and would probably be alarmed to hear the Food
Researck. Action Center was sdying something positive about the
Department, but I did want that to be a part of the record.

Mr. Kipeg. | am encouraged by that. I think when people begin
to sit a little longer on that side of the desk where there is respon-
sibility for certain nutrition programs, that then they perhaps
begin to ignore just one source of information, OMB, and in to
get other sources of information. It is encouraging to know you feel
Secretary Block is modifying his position. .

Some 1,500 schools and 3.4 million children have now dropped
out of the school lunch program because of last ear’s $1.5 billion
budget cuts. Can you tell us what type of lunch service is now
available in these schodls and what are poor children eating in
place of their hot school lunches?

Mrs. WaiTE. Mr. Chairman, I would like to start addressing that
question. We have much concern about the peopley who have

dropped out. In terms of schools themselves and on the national:

school lunch program, it appears some of them are still having
some sort of fast-food type operation. In most of these cases there
are no nutritional standards and there are no free or reduced price
meals for the needy child. So the net result is really an abdication
of our caring for all the children in that school and particularly for
the needy child, so we have much concern about that.

Mr. KILDEE. Are there comments from any other panalists?

Under the New Federalism plan more than 35 education and
social programs would be turned back to the States and when they
are turned back many of those programs will be competing for the
same State dollar. You turn one back, the one seeks funding but
when all are turned back they in turn compete with one another in
that turnback. With limited funds what modification of this lunch
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program do You envision in States and how will those modifications
affect needy children ,

Ms Picciano-Hanson. One thing that will happen is all of the
child nutrition programs will also be competing for funds. It won't
be that they will all be competing with other programs. ] think 1t
is important to remember that it 15 possible that child-care feeding,
and some are feeding, will lose out in that shuffle

We also have found that States have used the option 1n transfer-
ring funds from one program to the other, as the low-income
energy-assistance program is an extremely important program, es-
pecially in the Northern and Midwestern States, and these funds
have been moved out of that program to various social services pro-
grams Probably the programs that are more well established and
have a constituency might fare better than some of the newer pro-
grams, some of those that are less well established, but certainly .
there 1s going to have to be some cuts, probably in most programs,
and the lunch program would be among them.

Mr. KiLpee. Any other programs?

Mr Cooney [ would just suggest that one of the programs that
Mr. Goodling referred to, the summer food program, a program
which I am personally very fond of and close to as well, and that
does not enjoy a political constituency. I frequently have indicated
that a number of sponsors of the summer food program 1n Congress
could comfortably fit into a very small pay telephone booth.

Mr Goodling has taken t)férz!eadership on that with Chairman
Perkins, and Senator Dixon from Illinois on the Senate side. If you
are competing for a program like that at the local level it is going
to be very difficult to receive funds and I suggest that two of the
programs that are most in need by low-income Americans are not
those too frequently mentioned, but those are the family day-care
part of the childcare program and things like Meals on Wheels for
the elderly. Vital, important, necessary programs.

It is very difficult to shake the funds out at the State level.
When you wake up one day and find out 35 percent of the money is
gone. that they didn't tell you indexing and entitlement status is
not going to be relevant to your programs, or if it is you are going
to have to pay for it, it is jusy too few dollars for too many needs.

Mr KiLbek, Since the Federal Govermment is the only agency in
this country that can control both monetary and fiscal policies, it is
therefore the one agency that can respond to the low points in our
gvclical economy. We do have a cyclical economy. So I was going to
ask what would happen in the poorest States if these programs
were to be turned over. But since I come from a State that tradi-
tionally is not one of the poorest States but because it is really in
the low point of the cyclical economy now, even a State like Michi-
gan would be unable to gespond. .

So what type of programs do you think we would have—take a
State that is traditionally more poor, and a State.like Michigan
which 1s traditionally one that has been more affluent but is
caught in this down cycle—now what type programs—do you think
they will be able to respond, even to the level they were responding
20 years ago in times like this, if these programs are turned back?
Put it in that timeframe.

Pl
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Ms. Picciano-HaNnson I have a little information on the Stateepl
Michigan right now, the state of the economy, and in 1982 they
duced the budget by more than $559 million and also had a tempo-
rary 6-month 1-percent increase in income tax and are still facing
shortfalls. They decided that they wouldn't restrict welfare eligibil-
ity and then ended up with 3266 million of unexpected expendi-
tures in that area.

They did not replace the lost revenue for lost funds in higher
education, but later decided they will do that for 1983. They are
going to have some very difficult decisions to make between what
do you do—shall we take care of unemployed first? shall we take
care of the children? shall we take care of educational needs”
There 1s a strong constituency in the State of Michigan for educa-
tion. What do we do about the poor? And I think there would have
to be some very tough decisions. There is also an initiative in the
fall 1982 proposing a 75-percent reduction in property ‘taxes levied
for schools and a bunch of amendments that require aid to local
governmenf® that does not fal] below 41.6 percent of the State
budget. 1 think that means it is golng to be very difficult to find -
any additional.funds for programs like school lunch, child-care
feeding, and so forth, and it is very likely that they will just have
to deal with much lower levels of funding.

It seems Like Michigan might be a State that would try to keep a
little bit of everything going. That would be my answer for Michi-
gan. :

Mr. KiLpEe. One of the problems in either a poor State or a State
that 1s 1n that low point of a cycle, economic cycle, is that the very
time when the needs become the greatest, use people are un-
employed, traditional needs remain constant but the needs of the
individual are lowered when they are unemployed as to where the
need for some type of nutritional program offered by government
becomes the greatest, the revenues at that time are the least so
they are caught jp a terrible squeeze.

It 1s a realty that I don't think Dave Stockman recognizes That -
the State of Michigan has the greatest needs ever to feed not just
children but to help feed other people and yet their revenues have
been savaged because of the downturn in the economy

One other point about Michigan. We heard from the Archdiocese
of Detrait, Archbishop Tolsta, noting this was at least a 100-percent
ncrease 1n requests for Federal assistance in every social agency in
the diocese. One emergency food centgr now feeds 1,000 people a
day. A lot of that additional need for assistance will fall to the
churches which are already overburdened at this time.

Mr. Kipee. There is a church-related center in Flint, Mich,,
where from time to time they have had to put up a sign and say,
“Come back the first of the month,” when they would have some
money to provide sandwiches.

The private sector has been trying to fill in but they are over- ‘
whelmed by the demand and the need right now.

Mr. CoonEy. I would just add the school lunch program is de-
signed to help people during recession times. There are provisions
built into the act. That is what the entitlement status does The
same 19 true in food stamps. When you have high periods in unem-
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ployment, participation goes up. When they go down so does par-
ticipation.

Mr. KiLpee. Mr. Craig, have you questions?

Mr. Craic. Thank you very much, Congressman Kildee.

I would like to ask unanimous consent that the record be held
open for 1 month. There are several other groups who want input
into the record as it relates to this resolution.

Mr. KiLpeEe. We will hold thé record open for 30 days.

Mr. CraiG. Just one short question of concern to me because I

took a very active interest in some adjustments in changes in the
school lunch program last year and some changes in regulation
and went out to view a variety of programs and see how they were
working.
+ I believe it was you, Mrs. White, who told us there are now about
3.4 million who were being fed but aregot currently being fed. I
befieve Mr. Cooney then mentioned that of the 3.4, about 1.4 were
on the free and/or reduced price lunch status.

Mr. CoonEy. Yes.

Mr. Craic. I also know that a lot of private schools with tuitions
of 31,500 or more were eliminated from the program. What are
your figures in the total number that qualify in that $1,500 tuition
level” I am not disputing your figures, but I don’t think we can use
them in a generic sense without bringing them down to show what
the reality is. I ask you that question. I am also concerned with
how many schools in relatively wealthy suburbs do we find the
school lunch program being eliminated where there were little or
no free or reduced price lunches being offered.

Mrs. WHITE. Let me try to respond to that. In terms of the elimi-
nation of programs in the wealthy suburbs I don’t have any hard
data on that nationwide or within my State. I do know that in Cali-
fornia we have no school district that does not have some needy
children. Recently I was asked in a legislative hearing about Bever-
ly Hills. Why would people in Beverly Hills have people in the free
or reduced price meal program. We researched that and found the
maids and servants have children in that school district and the
wealthy people are not paying their help enough to feed their chil-
dren. So it is not necessarily a matter of the affluence of the com-
munity relating to the number of needy children, although that
often 1s a factor.

I think one of the concerns that I have speaking from the stand-
point of a nutritionist and a State director is the change in philos-
ophy as it is going to affect the State's attitude about child nutri-
tion, if indeed the Federal Government should pull out. I don’t see
within my State or any other State that I have become familiar
with, that there would be an incentive to carry on the programs.

In other words, if the Federal Government bails out, why should
the States pick it up. You know, are we sending a signal to the
States it is no longer a matter of concern and no longer a national
priority. .

In my judgment, as has been said many times this morning, the
need is greater today than it has ever been, and the great need is
not only for the child from the low-income family but from the
marginal income family, the one who is buyirig his meal but is just
barely able to do so. T}1’1e child who we want to keep buying their
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meal and not be a free client. The concern I have is the breakdown
of the national network in child nutrition that has worked so well
and our need to keep that alive particularly at this time when the
economy is in such a state of flux.

Mr. CoonEy. We will make available a State-by-State breakdown
so that you can have it for the 44 States in which we have it and

~Idaho and Michigan are among the States that responded, but to
answer your question I should have made it clear that, one, a lot of
private schools did drop out but there is not a significant number
of students 1n those schools who are reflected in the 3.5 million and
the reason is that most of those students dropped out of school pro-
grams that continue to have the school lunch program

These are just simply missing students and the reason they are
missing 1s that the price has gone up that they have had to pay.
There are a number of other factors in that but you will see in
these charts how many schools are private and how many schools
are public and the number of students in each of those schools.

I think your question is good because it sorts out that vague
area.

Mr. Craic. I think that is what we need to do and I think this
whole committee is very concerned about seeing the reaction of
what we did a year ago and how it plays out over a period of time.
Are we seeing some of those students whose parents simply reacted
by saying, 'Well, that school lunch isn't worth that kind of money.
We are not going, to buy it anymore,” when they are very capable
of paying, and now having their students come back on. Or the
mothers of a middle income program saying, “l can fix you a
brown bag lunch that is nutritious for a little less money than
that.”

I know that attitude did exist out there. I know the offsetting
factors and the problems which result when you have that attitude
as 1t relates to the free and reduced cost lunch program and the
pressure 1t puts on the total lunch program in the schoolsystem.

I believe we want to make sure what we did was right. Are there
now some adjustments or changes we can make to correct the prob-
lems, still offer the flexibility, and get away from the kind of regu-
lations which were tying down local programs and making them
terribly 1nefficient when efficiency could be offered that would
result 1n savings at a time of budget concerns along with continu-
ing an excellent program?

If your group could provide us with that, I think it is awfully im-
portant that we look at it with a microscope instead of with field
glasses. We often have that problem here. It is awfully nice to pos-
ture ourselves in a very general, benevolent human way. We all
like to have ourselves appear to be that, but at the same time, we
have a responsibility to make sure the programs function efficient-
ly and effectively for as little money as possible to serve these nu-
trition needs. I think that is clearly a concern of all of us.

Mr. CoonEY. Dan Wisotsky, who was last year's chairman of the
State director's unit of the American School Food Service Associ-
ation also has some statistics and Louise Frolick, also of the Ameri-
can Food Service Association, is conducting her own study and I
think that through these you might spot some of the information,
but what happens here is a conflict of goals.

)
’
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David Stockman comes to the committee, he is certainly an
honest person, but he makes a strong policy statement that chil-
dren are not going to be hurt by these cuts, they are not going to
drop out. Next year we find 3% million children missing.

One question is, If the cuts were from the paying student, why do
we see a third of those kids dropping out to the low income? It
doesn’t follow logically. I think you have a conflicting policy be-
cause you say. We want to toughen up on eligibiljty, we want to do,
the right thing in terms of making sure that everybody gets the
right benefits.

So the USDA (interprets that in a different way and they come
out with a warmng statement that basically says, ‘“You are going
to do hard time if you want to get $120 out of the national school
lunch program.” The warning notices on school lunch are of such a
nature that I am not sure that anyone other than an experienced
felon would want to sign that particular document.

So you conflict with the. need to get the information to protect,
the Government expenditure of money, with poor people who don't
have all the access to the sophisticated literacy skills and—I saw a
bumper sticker which said, “If you want to overcome illiteracy,
write to us for information.” I mean that kind of conflicting policy
is unfortunate.

People don’t sit down and say, “How can I defraud the Federal
Government because John or Jane wants a school lunch?”

At some point we have to take a balancing approach, we do the
best we can. We have a great deal of faith—as a former postal em-
ployee, people always complain about the post office. I worked the
dog shift from 5.30 to 12 and the mail got out every day. It was
hope and faith and a lot of hussle. We trust the mail. We put it in
the box, it comes out.

We may have to do something like that in the school lunch
which is what we used to do in the past. I am not saying there are
not problems. We have to look at meal quality, we have to look at
all of these items and the final solution is going to be the highest
quality lunch at the lowest price that is going to make this pro-
gram go and we think if we work together on that we can accom-
plish that. ‘

Mr. Craic. I thank you for that statement. I am one who never
fears turning a program upside down and shaking it a couple of
times to force people who are in the program to look in the mirror
to make sure they are doing their jobs right.

We have had a tendancy, I think, over a period of time to decide
that the way to solve the problem was just to add more on to the
program. If $1 wouldn’t work, $5 would surely take care of it.

We are no longer, I hope, going to continue that process in Gov-
ernment. As we turn things upside down and shake them, I hope
you are going to be there with us to make sure the good things
shake out and get back to where they ought to be, and that the bad
things get recognized for what they are so we can eliminate them if
necessary.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. KiLpee. Thank you, Mr. Craig.

Mr. Cooney, the data you referred to in responding to Mr. Craig,
if you will supply that to us, we will make it a part of the record.

[The information referred to follows:] .
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The Impact of Child Nutrition Budget Cuts: ~
A Lock at the States and Selected School Districts

Executive Summary
Sehool Nutrition Programs
Both the Natiomal School Lunch Progr?m {begun in 1946) and the School

Breaxfast Program (initiated as a pilot program in 1966) had a common origin ——
concern about the health of school children. With the cutbreak of World War
II, the United States discovered that many draftees had nutrition-related
health problems which prevented them from serving in the military. Congress
sought to avoid similar problems in the future through the enactment of :he
National School Lunch Act. The School Breakfast Program grew out of Congres—
sional concern for poor ‘chi.ldren who came to school hungry and children who

’ nad to travel long distances to School. In 1975 when Congress made School
Breakfast & permanent program, it stated that the-Program ghould be made
available to all schc;ols where a school breakfast was needed to provide ade-

quate rutritiom. ’

. Operations
{th programs are run by the Food and Nutrition Service of the U.S. Depart-
ment of Agx:io.xlmre (USpA) and its reglonal offices. State departménts of .

education administer the program through school boards in local school dis-
tricts. Schools are reimbursed by USDA for all lunches and breakfasts, based
on family size and income — free and reduced-price meals for lower income

ehildren and "patd” meals for Mgher income children. Schools are required
to serve particular kinds and amounts of food in order to be reimbursed.
Participation Levels

Until recently School Lunch and Breakfast Program participation was
steadlly increasing. More than 90 percent of the nation’s schooisﬂ were' par- .
tictpating th the Lunch Program and about one-third were participat.ing in the
Breaxfast Pfogram. Twenty-six million children ate school lunches (half of
them from low income families) and 4 millich ate School breskfasts, 86 percent

£
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of them children from families with incemes below 130 percent of the poverj\ty 1
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Budget Cuts
During the 1981 le /gislative session (which set budget levels for fiscal

year 1982), severe and unprecedented cuts were made in 2ll of the child rutri-
tion programs. The School Breakfast Program was cut by 20 percent and the
Lunch Program by 30 percent. These cuts were made through changes in income ‘
eligibility for free and reducAd-price meals and by decreasing the rederal.ggb-
sidy for reduced-price and "pald" meals. Changes were also made in the appli-
cations that parents mist f1ll out in order for their children to receive free
free and reduced price meals.

Wny We Did the Study

FRAC began to hear from local school food service workers and directors,
child nutrition directors, local parents' groups and anti-hunger groups

concerning problems brewing natiomwide as a result of the cuts in federal sup-

port for the child nutrition programs. Schools,and students were beginning to

drop out of the programs in large numbers. ' i
- . FRAC decided to take a closer look at t}zeéimnediate impact of the cuts on -

states, selected school districts, and students, in those school districts. .
Moreover, we wanted to understand how some schools stayed in the program,
while others dropped out immediately. We hoped that the information gathered
would be helpful in maintaining participation by schools and students. ’

. Literature Review
The first step in the study was to carry out 2 brief literature review on

the nutritional problems of schoolchildren in the U.S., the rutritiomal con-

-

tent of the school lunch, the impact of school lunch on children's mutritional
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intake, the rutritional content of alternatives to school lunch, and the re-
lationship between the cost of school lunch and student participation in the
program. )

Our literature review revealed that:

© There are .sr.ill children in the United States who do not consume diets
that are mutritionally adequate, particularly children from low income
families.

° The incidence of severe rutritional deficiency diseases 1s rare among
U.S. school children. Although blochemical tests show some rutri-
tional problems among scme children, the only consistently reported

/ problem is iron deficlency anemia. On the other hand,’ poor growth
and development have been shown to be a serious problem among some
children, especially low incomé children.

° The school lunch, as served and as consumed, often missed the goal of
one-third of the Recommended Dietary Allowances (RDA) for several mu-
trients. However, these lunches still make a substantial contribution
to the total daily mutrient intake of some children. For exanple,
school lunch participants from low income households depend on their i
lunch for 34 to 49 percent of the day's mutrient intake. Moreover,

lunches consumed by school lunch participants are more likely to meet

the RDA when compared to those of non-participants.
° Alternatives to the school lunch — bag lunch, a la carte lunch, the
fast food meal, vending machine items — do not mat¢h up rutritlonally
. _to school lunch.
° Deficiencies of specific nutrients have been shown to affect be-
havior and school performance. Studies of the effects of mutrition

|
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programs, particularly the Breakfast Program, on school performance
and behavior suggest that school meals do have a positive effect on
learning,
° The cost of a school lunch or bneakfas.t is inversely related to the
level of participation in the Program.
How the Study Was Carried Out

Following the review of the 1}tera’cure, questiomnaires were developed for
state child nutrition directors, t‘;:' key people in selected schools that had
maintained the Lunch Programs and in schools that had dropped the Program, and
for children in those same schools. The questionnaires were administered by
anti~hunger advocates located around the country. Forty-four states responded
to the state director's questionnaire. In the selected school survey data was
collected from 19 schools (363 students in 11 states) that had maintained the
School Lunch Program and 8 schools (187 students in U states) that had dropped
School luinch Program. These schools included both elementary and secondary
students.

What We Found Out

The fiscal year 1982 budget cuts and legislative changes in the Natiomal
School Lunch Program and the School Breakfast Program have had a severe impact
on schools and schoolchildren natiorwide. Sixty~two percent of the states
respording had drops m-studem: participation in the School Lunch Program of
over 10 percent, and of those students dropping[out, over one-third were low
spopding had qgops in student par-
of over 10 percent, and of those

income. Sixty-five percent of the states
ticipation in the School Breakfast P
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participating in these two programs than on the amount of schools no longer

operating these programs. It seems clear that the decrease in student par-

. ticipation in the Lunch and Breakfast Program can only be partially explained

by drop-out of schools. Many students are dropping out of on-going programs.
(The rumber of breakfast programs that have been dropped is especlally sur-
prising, considering that most children who participate are not paying chilg-
ren, and, therefore, this program should not have felt the budget crunch to
"c\he same extent that the School Lunch Program did.)

States haye attempted many creative'ways to maintain Scholol Lunch and
‘Breakrast participation by students and schools. However, only 13 of the 44
states responding provided financial support to their School Lunch Programs.
Nevertheless, the amount of subsidy that these 13 state legislatures do provide
1s fairly substantial, and if it werwé pulled out, many lunch programs would
suffer,

There were large drops in participatio}l in the elementary and secondary
schools witi:‘ lunch programs that we surveyed. But desplite thel budget cuts in.
the School Lunch Program and the decreases in volume of lunches sold, these
schools were able to maintain their lunch programs. (The majority of these
schools recelved additional state or local funds for their lunch programs.)
Each school changed one or more things in its operation of the Program in order
to adapt to the federal cuts, but, unfortunately for the children and the em- - /
ployees, the most frequent changes were an increase in the price of the school
lunch and a decrease in the mumber of employees or in the mumber of hours they
worked. (RBased on the 44 states surveyed, the average price for a paid lunch
in the 1981-82 schoolyear was 79.8¢. Since the average price in 1980-81 was
63.5¢ 'ch;.s means that the price of a paid lunch increased by 16.3£.) Three

other changes that were mentloned, though less frequently, were: better use

4
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of commodities, "mercl lsing" the Lunch Program, and changes in merm plamﬁ.ng.
Children who dro out of the Lunch Program and children who attended a
school that had ended 1ts Lunch Program depended on bag lunches, ate from the
a la carte line at sc ; 1, or did not eat lunch at all. (In the secondary
schools, students a.\7Zo\‘;sed fasy, food restaurants.) In schools that had
dropped the Lunch Progran, 58 percent of the children Who bought, their lunches
spent more than 76¢.
Since low in children depend on the School Lunch Program for one-third
!  to one-half of their daily intake, -1t is disturbing to see that over one-third ‘
of the children no longer eat a school lunch are low income and three-fifths
of those who longer eat a school breakfast are low ingome. Non-participation
in these p , combined with cuts in the Food Stamp Program and other pro-
grams that help peor families to survive financially, can only have a negative

impact on children's nutritional status. . *

€
ver, according to our survey of selected schools, eating a school

lunch 'a“dikfference in the kinds of foods eaten. Many more schoolelunch

"
partitipants or than students who were in a school that had dropped the Sehol”,
I\un h Program. Since these three foods are major sources of essential rutri- .
ents, the school lunch eaters are probegly fulfilling more of their nutritional

ds than the no‘n-school lunch eaters.
/ School lunch programs obviously need more financial assistance and the

maintenance of existing subsidies. However, there 1s also a need for technical
assistance. Among the schools in our survey whc dropped the Llinch Program, the

/
/

- kind of necessary assistance 1s glving local school districts ideas arnd help in

only argunent made in favor of dropping the Program was cost. Therefore, one

)

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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cutting costs (through the methods some of them fnentiér{ — better meal-plan-
ning, merchandising the program, ard improved conmd®@ity use, as well as
others) and increasing stud:m: participation. ,
» The other kind of assistance needed is better arguments to make in favor
- of maintaining the programs, and better ways to make those arguments. In the
schools that dropped out, the arguments for maintaining the Program were good
ones: the specilal rutritional needs of low income children, a concern gbout
what the students would be e;tlng instead of school lunch, etc., but those il
arguments did not carry the day. A combination of cost-saving and partlcipa-
tion-increasing ideas, along with improved methods of making the case for the 9
- School Luncn and Breakfast Programs, could help many communities decide to
continue se lunch and breakfast to school children.
. Acknovledgements
We wish to extend special thanks to Denise Dixon for her work on thé
literature review and to Martha Brady for her tireless coding of question-
naires.

Mr. Kipee. I want to thank all the witnesses. You have been -
very, very helpful. As I say, we are trying to prevent the loss of a
program rather than later on trying to recover a program and your
testimony will be very helpful in achieving that.

Thank you very much. .

[Whereupon, at 12:05 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.]

[Material submitted for inclusion in the record follows:]

o

PrEPARED STATEMENT OF HON PaTricKk J. LEAHY, A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE StaTE
OF VERMONT

Mr Chairman and members of the commuttee, as ranking minority member of the
Senate Subcommuttee on Nutrition, I am pleased to have the opportunity to present N
my views on the issue of child nutrition programs and federalism As youw'may be
aware, 1 am one of 33 co-sponsors of S Con. Res 121, which is similar in content
and thrust to H CongRes. 384.

Both of these resol(mons express the belief that turrent Federa] efforts to provide
nutritional assistance to children should be maintained Financial responsibility for
these programs should not be turned back to the States nor should the current Fed-
eral levels of support be diminished.

Essentially, these resolutions say that child nutrition programs are high priority
programs. Theygare of such high prionfy that they should be assured o Federal .
support and leadership. There should be no risk that any State would be either :
unable or unwilling to fund these programs.

This 15 not to say that States are incapable of admmisterin% effective child nutri- ‘
tion programs without Federal intervention, No doubt, many States would continue {

|
1
|
|
|

the fine programs they now operate even without Federal aid Some States, if freed
of Federal red tape, might actually improve their programs.

However, 1 am concerned that without Federal financial support, child nutrition
programs would not receive the same priority nationwide as they do now The histo-
ry 18 clear that prior to Federal involvement in the past few decades, very few State
and local resources were devoted to child nutrition efforts. Especially given the cur-
» »

+
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» rent severe financial pressures in the States, I fear that, absent Federal support,
child nutrition program funding will be unduly squeezed at the State level—if not
immediately, then some year soon.

The Federal child nutrition programs have been a major success. These are popu-
lar, well-administered, and effective programs. By maintaining Federal programs,
we will assure that all children across the Nation receive minimum tevels of sup-

* port. Surely if one believes that programs to feed children are a.necessary and im-
portant use of public money, it should not matter whether it is provided by the Fed-
eral Goverament or the States The important thing is to assure as stable a source
of funding as 1s possible

I can think ok no better investment a society can make than in the health of its
children The short-term investment in these programs saves incalculable long-term ,
health and education costs. It leads to a-healthier, more productive Nation. It makes
a crucial difference every day for millions of American children Let us not take the
awful risk of tampering with success. '
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RESOLUTION \{URGING CONTINUATION OF FED-
ERAL INVOLVEMENT IN CHILD NUTRITION
PROGRAMS

v

+ ¢

~  WEDNESDAY. SEPTEMBER 22, 1982 -

- House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
_ StBcoMMITTEE ON ELEMENTARY, SECONDARY,
AND VOCATIONAL EDUCATION,
CoMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR, _
Washington, D.C..
The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 9.50 a.m., in room

2175, Rayburn House Officé Building, Hon. Carl D. Perkins (chair-
man of.th ] id:

-

o

Members present. Representatives Perkins, Andrews, Erdahl,
and Petri. .

Staff present. John F. Jennings, counsel, Beatrice-GClay and -- — —
Nancy Kober, legislative specialists, and Mary Jane Fiske, minor-
ity senior legislative associate.

Chairman Perkins. The subcommittee will came to order.

Today, the Subcommittee on Elementary, ndary, apd Voca-
tional Education 1s holding its second day of hearings on House
Concurrent Resolution 384 [H. Con. Res. 384}, a resolution which
Mr Goodling and I introduced, urging the contimuation of the Fed-
eral involvement in the child nutrition programs.

Yesterday, we heard a number of compelling arguments from
medical experts and organizations as to why the child nutrition
programs should not be turned back to the States, as was proposed
in the President’s Federalism initiative.

Today. we have a panel of educktors and agricultural organiza- }
tions who will again be discussing the turnback proposal and its
implications. We look forward to your statements. d

Our first witness will be Mr. Howard Marshall, a school board
member from the city of Baltimore, Md. We will also hear from Dr.
Lewis Finch, superintendent of the Anoka-Hennepin Public Schools
in Minnesota, and Susan Fridy, director of the consumer and nugri-
tion program of the National Milk Producers Fedkration.

Let me welcome all of you.

You may proceed, Mr. Marshall.

STATEMENT OF HOWARD MARSHALL, SCHOOL BOARD MEMBER,' pe

|

~

BALTIMORE CITY PUBLIC SCHOOLS, BALTIMORE, MD., ON
BEHALF OF NATIONAL SCHOOL BOARDS ASSOCIATION (NSBA)

Mr. MarsHALL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. ’ ‘¥

. Y ' _“(f




S 80

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I am Howard
Marshall. a member of the Baltimore City Public Schools system
and an active member of the National School Boards 1ation
Federal Relations Network ’ . .

Our association represents 95,000 locally elected and appointed

* schoo] board members who have been chosen by local citizens to
assume the responsibility for the delivery of quality education and
related services to the children and youth of their communities
This responsibility 1s taken in a spirit of civic duty and with the
know ledge that American puplic education is the means by which
our citizens make themselves productive, free, and equal.

Mr. Chairman. as a school Joard member, I believe that the pro-
vision of public educational fervices is a joint venture between
three levels of government ip this Federal system. The National
School Boards Association, behalf of its members, asks you,
members of the subcommittee, and every Member of Congress, to
continue to support a Federal role in the child nutrition programs

The programs and the opérational linkage are the result of more
than 33 years of experimentation and refinement. It is_inconceiv-
able that anyone who knows the delivery system would ever sug-
gest that o0 separate systems could assume the resporisibility
which now rests with the Federal level partners. In Ma ”
have developed inter- and intra-district transportation ard ware- L

_housing systems as a part_of the commodities donation component
of the total program. The local dtrict invests approximately 20
percent of the total support as its dontribution among the three
governmental partners. . 7

To now suggest that either the local district or the State govern-
ment would assume the responsibility for the Federal share is to
deny the facts.

It has not proven to be the case. Neither the locals nor the State
has increased its proportionate share as the Congress has contin-
ued to make 1its agnual cuts over the past several fiscal years
What schoo? districfs have done js to increase the price charged to
our students by 20]cents, from 70 cents to 90 cents. We have also

had a dropout rat¢ of 20 percent to 50 percent across t}l:}:eﬁejat-

egories.

The paid-lunch student group is relatively small, and the in-
crease of 20 cents resulted in a 20-percent dropout rate.” The re-
duced-price students had a dropout rate of 50 percent In the break-

_ .fast program, 94 perceni of the reduced-price students no longer
- participate. We do not know what, if anything, these children are
now eating, but it is absolutely unconscionable that any child in .
this country should be allowed to be hungry.
This travesty must be stopped, Mr. Chairman. Members of my ]
|

board and tny coHeagues nationwide cannot understand how, by re-

- ducing the.mumber of children able to pdrticipate in school lunch
o;fbreakfast programs, the United Statés of America will be bett;er
off,

The statutes which authorized the child nutrition programs;
nemely, the National School Lunch Act, or 42 US.C. 175, and the
- Child ‘Nutrition Act of 1966, of 42 U.S.C. 1719; were designed to

safeguard the health and well-being of the Nation’s school children
and fo encourage the domestic consumption of nutritious agricul-
1 . N
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tural commodities. These purposes are complementary and.,inberde
pendent.

As a local member of a unit of government, I cannot envision the
structure which would be necessary to coordinate the Nation's net-
work of commodity purchases now carried out by USDA [U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture).

Finally, the program 1s not now, nor has it ever been, perceived
by school boards as a program primarily to feed poor children. The
program is, vr should be, for every child. We need the program as
an instructional system to improve the health of future genera-
tions.

I'thank you, Mr. Chairman, and appreciate this opportunity to
r mgg% this plea to you and your subcommittee on behalf of the

N
Chairman Perkins. Thank you.
Mr. Erdahl will igtroduce the next witness from the State of

Minnesota. :

Mr. ErpAHL. Thank you very much, Mr Chairman.
Before I do that, I want to apologwe for bemg tardy I must also
_apologize for having to leave ] ) 3 3
other heanng dealing with some proposed regulatory chang% in

Public Law 94-142. I know that is another concern of yours. .

Also, Mr. Chairman, I want to commend you for holding these
hearings and for permitting me to become a cosponsor with_you of

House Concurrent Resolution 384, so that we continue what most

of us would agree are some needed nutritional programs in this

country.

I am glad to introduce a fellow Minnesotan, Dr. Lew Finch, who M
§s superintendent of the Anoka-Hennepin Public School system .
which includes portions of both Anoka Hennepin County. It is an
urban-suburban area. It is a very large school system in Minnesota.

I know that he speaks from a wealth of experience.

: oé am glad, Mr. Chairman, to welcome Dr. Finch to our hearing

today. .

Thank you very much.

Chairman PERKINS. You may proceed, Dr. ‘Finch.

STATEMENT OF LEWIS FINCH, PH. D., S_PERINTENDENT, ANOKA-
. HENNEPIN PUBLIC SCHOOLS, MINNESOTA | ) .

Dr. FiNc. Mr. Chairman and Congregsman Erdahl, ladies and
gentlemen, I am pleased to be here representing not only the State
of Minnesota but public schools throughout our countyy.

. . I come here in support of the House Concurrent Resolution 384.

Our district enrolls nearly 30,500 students in kindergarten
through grade 12. AS Congressman Erdahl indicated, we are in the
northwestern area of Minnesota, that is, the Twin Cities, seven-
county area. We encompass all or part of 13 different mumcnpal

~ itiesand 2 counties-in-Minnesota. -

" The Federal reduction in support of the child nutrition program
has had a dramatically negative impact on_our child nutritional
services in our school district. I hasten to add that that is true of
most school districts in the State of Minnesota,

. - -85 D =
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The first thing which we were required to do, frankly, was to in-
crease prices of lunches. The gentleman from Baltimore indicated
the percentageof increase. We actually went a little farther than
that. We increased our elementary school prices from 60 to 90
cents, our junior high school prices from 65 cents to 81, and our
senior high school lunches from 70 cents to 31.10. Our prices for
reduced-price lunches went up from 20 cents to 40 cents.

Chairman PErkins. That is a 35-percent increase.

Dr. FINcH. Yes.

My 1nitial reaction, when I heard the news that we would have
reductions in Federal aid, was not unlike that of many citizens
and, | am sure, most superintendents in the State. We were not -ex-
actly upset about 1t. We felt that perhaps those parents who were
the direct beneficiaries of the services ought to bear more of the

&financial burden. )
Frankly, after seeing it happen, [ am appalled at what I see. The

had, as I indicated, a dramatically negative impact, I believe, on
the health and nutrition, and ultimately on the education, of our
young people. There is no question about it. .
The burden on Minnesota, on our school districts, and on the
. families in our school district is just too great. It has been impossi-
ble due to the state of the economy and the fact that we have a
high rate of unemployment, although in the Twin Cities area our
rate of. unemployment is decidedly’less than the national average.
Nevertheless, it has had an impact on the ability of families to sup-
port their children.
Consequently, we have had to incréase prices for lunches, as I in-
dicated, and the result has been dramatic. Every bit of available
- resources which we currently have we channel toward instruction.
* It 1s impossible for us to meet the children’s nutritional require-
ments with the resources which we have left.
The result in participation is something which I would like %o
relate to you beca it will illustrate to you what happens in a

cioeconomically middle class. These are not the poor areas of our
Nation. As was indicated by the previous speaker, the child nutri-
tion programs ware never intended to provide free lunches only for
poor children but Xor everyone.

We have a 33-pe¥cent reduction in one year in participation. One
year ago, we were serving 20,850 class A lunches. We are down to
13,400 on a daily basis. A year ago, we were serving a nutritious
class A lunch to nearly &0 percent of our total student population.
That has been reduced i: just over 50 percent this past year.

In 1980 and 1981, we Wwere serving 3.5 million class A lunches per
ear. That was reduced dramatically in 1981 and 1982 to 2.3 mil-
1on. *

We were astounded at the reduction in participation in the re-
duced-price lunch. A 20-cent increase, from 20 to 40 cents, does not
sound like very much to most of us. The result, however, was a re-
duction of nearly one-third of the students participating ih reduced-
price lunches. We are down from 1,450 a day to 940.

A dramatic reduction occurred in the consumption of milk,
which ought to be of interest to some of the witnesses today. We

Lo , \
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Federal reduction in support of our child nutritional programs has,

communitywhich you would call a typical suburban area. It is so-"
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have a decline in milk consumption from 5.1 milliori\'iaglf pints per

year to 3.7 nullion half pints per year, a 27-percent Teguction in

milk consumption among our student body. e

Chairman PErxins. That occurred since last ye e

Dr. Fincu. Those are just numbers. Let me °tle you a little Bit .=

about the human dimension of it. We are seeing more bagged”

lunches. I wish I could have confiscated a random sampling of the
bagged lunches and put them out here on the table for you to see
today to let yousdecide whether or not the bagged lunches are typi-
cally nutritious. We know that they are not hot. You could see
whether or not they are providing the kind of nutrition which our
children require.

These are not poor children. They are from middlé- and upper-
income families. The bagged lunches which our principals are re-
porting, as they observe what is going tHrough the lunch lines, are
appalling from a nutritional standpoint. They consist of Twinkies,
Hershey candy bars, a' few potato @tips, and things of that nature.
That 1s what you see coming into our schools in the form of bagged
lunches. Of course, that is not all of them but a significant number

of them. ;
In our school district,,.over 60 percent of the children attending
school come from homes where both parents, or if they are single-
parent families, are all working. This has placed an inc
burden on the working parents. They simply do not have the time,
?nd }r]nany of them do not have the resources, to provide nutritio
unches: -

For many, many of our students that school lunch represented.

the only nutritious, hot meal which they received throughout the
day. That was it. -

Mr. Anprews. I have to ask this question. If they had a candy
bar and a bag*of potato chips, it would cost more than 40 cents.
How do you account for that? .

Dr. Finci. I do not know how to account for that. As 4 matter of
fact, what we see appearing in some of the bagged lunches is less
nutritious and more eéxpensive than the hot lunch would be. I do
not know how to account for that.

I am sure that it<s a.matter of nutritional educatjon, but it is
also an interesting point. e

Mr. ANDREWS, Are food S{Qrﬁps playing into that? Is it peérhaps
the mother or whoever does the shopping for the family, who has
food stamps available at a reduced rate and can get the food at the
grocery store suc?’fhat potato chips or a Hershey bar actually con-
stituote less out-of-pocket cash than the school lunch would consti-

-tute: ¢ o

Dr. Finch. That could be. We have made the same observation,
and I am at a loss as to why it is true. .

Mr. MagrsHaLL. One of the things, Mr. Chairman, which the
lunch program is designed to do is the sanfe as wimat is done in
math, English, or social studies classes, namely, to educate young-
sters in proper nutritional practices. That is why, as I said earlier
In my statement, it is not something only designed for underprivi-

. leged young people. It is designed, for all. It is part of the total edu-
cational process which the schdol system provides. :

Dr. FincH. That is very true.

7
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Chairman Perxkins. I hate to do this, but I am afraid that we
have to interrupt you.because we have four or five votes on the
floor [of the House of Representatives]. We should be back in 30
minutes. We will recess now and hear from you all when we
return.

[Recess taken.]

Chairman PERKINS. We will resume the hearing.

e other gentlemen are not here yet, but we will go ahead and
hédar from you now, Ms. Fridy.

STATEMENT OF SUSAN FRIDY, DIRECTOR, CONSUMER AND NU-
TRITION PROGRAM, NATIONAL MILK PRODUCERS FEDER-
ATION, ON BEHALF OF NATIONAL BROILER COUNCIL, NATION-
AL CATTLEMEN'S ASSOCIATION, NATIONAL DRY BEAN COUN-
CIL, NATIONAL FOOD PROCESSORS ASSOCIATION, NATIONAL
PORK ,BRODUCERS COUNCIL, POULTRY & EGG INSTITUTE OF

T T AMR = RICE-MIEEERS-ASSOCRAFIONAND—ENIPED -
ATRUIT & VEGETABLE ASSOCIATION, ACCOMPANIED BY

MARGIE WILLIAMS, DIRECTOR, GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS, NA-
TIONAL ASSOCIATION OF WHEAT GROWERS: LINDA NAIDA,
LEGISLATIVE ASSISTANT, NATIONAL GRANGE; LEE ZELL-
WEGER, PEANUT ADVISORY BOARD; FLOYD F. HEDLUND, PH.
D., CONSULTANT, APRICOT PRODUCERS OF CALIFORNIA, CALI-
FORNIA CANNING PEACH ASSOCIATION. AND CALIFORNIA CAN-
NING PEAR -ASSOCIATION; CATHERINE McCHAREN, UNITED
EGG PRODUCERS; RUTH E. KOBELL, NATIONAL FARMERS
UNION; AND LEW WALTS, NATIONAL TURKEY FEDERATION .

Ms. Fripy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. We always enjoy coming
to address your subcommittee.

We welcome the oppqrtunity to present our views on Hpouse Con-
current Resolution 384. The people of our organizations are the
farmers and ranchers who produce America’s food—meat, poultry,
dairy products, grains, oilseeds, dry beans, végetables, and fruit.
Joining us are associations of America’s food processors.

We are united in expressing our support for the purpose of
House Concurrent Resolution 351, that is, the continuation of child
nutfition programs at the Federal level.

We commend the members of, this subcommittee for their leader-
ship through this resolution d its reaffirmation of the Federal re-
sponsibility for Thild nutritioft programs. » R

As the resolution states. “The United States has been committed
to assuring adequate nutrition for schoolchildren since the enact-
ment of the National School Lunch Act on June 4, 1946.”

.That assurance is based in large measure on the relationship of
the national school lunch program with America’s agricultural
community. The relationship fills two great needs through the comnr-
modity distribution progranf of the U.S. Department of Agricul-
ture. Every dollar spent to purchase commodities does the work of
22 The same dollar which provides schools With a significant
volume of nutritious foods they require also works to help stabilize
the farm economy.

This unique and logical program cap function only as long as
child nutrition programs remain a Fed responsibility.

x
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The logic of the commodity distribution program is as sound
today as it was back in the 1930’s, when it was initiated as a solu-
tion to fill two pressing needs. At that time, the availability of food
for Americans was disrupted by drought, dust storms, and the De-
pression. ‘ ’

The U.S. Government initiated the system of acquiring crops

, with depressed markets and putting them to good use in school

| lunch programs. It is the Federal sponsorship of the national school
lunch program which provides the workable framework for this
commonsense program. Co

, Through the years, the purchase and distribution of commodities
by USDA has become an essential mechanism for the operation of
school lunch programs and for the survival of farmers and ranch-

. ers. We are pleased to see that commodity distribution has become

an even stronger asset to school lunch programs in the 1980’s.

For years, most commodity organizations have conducted con-
tinuing programs throughout the school food service world to help
local staffs make good use of the commodities they receive. The or-
- BANIZAtIoNs SHAre Their eXpertiss on the Tespective romnmdittes ™ ~-="
and provide practical recipes and serving ideas, merchandising ma-
terials, and other assistance. .

The vast majority of school lunch operations have welcomed the
commodities which they receive from USDA-as.a means of helping
to hold down the cost of school lunches. :

Now, with the severe cuts in cash reimbursements for school
meals, the distribution of commodities takes on an even more im-
portant role in all types of school lunch operations, including those
which formerly limited their use of commeodities because of the
nature of their preparation and serving systems. ]

In recent years, many commercial firms have entered into proc-
essing agreements which use the basic commodities as the ingredi-
ents in food products, at considerable savings to school lunch pro-

:

grams, .
. Currentlf\;, USDA is considering a plan to expand such processing
- by establishing new procedures at a nationwide level. The proposal

would enable school lunch programs to benefit from reduced costs
of more types of product. 1
For the farm community, the commodity distribution program.is
one of the very few mechanisms which help to deal with the year-
by-year uncertainties of agriculture. For agriculture, there 1s no
such thing as a normal year. There is no way to plan and produce
the exact amount of all the different foods—nor more and no less—
. which will be required by domestic and foreign markets in the en-
suing year. No one has found a way to avoid shortages of some

foods and surpluses of others. , ’ .

The uncertainties of the normal year are enough to warrant the

. commodity distribution program. Beyond that, the abnormal condi-

| tions of recent years emphasize the need for a continuing commod-
ity distribution system.

Our food producers are helpless against the unending tide of in-
creasing prices for everything which is needed to produce a crop.
Coupled with that is the burden of high interest rates, but when
farmers sell their crops, the prices they receive often are less than
what they need to survive. ! .

-~
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Agamst that background, the commodity distribution program is
an effective mechanism which helps to ease the ups ahd downs of
farming—the ups of excess production and the downs of farm
prices which do not meet farmers’ costs. The size of the purchases
of any single commodity under the program may account for only a
small proportion of the total crop, but.it often is enough to contrib-
ute significantly to ease the problem of farm surplus and below-
cost prices.

In addition, commodity donations are a necessary complement to
existing USDA programs to reduce surplus production

In summary, the commodity distribution program is working for
the benefit of school lunch programs and the farm community.
Without it, prices of school lunches would rise out of sight, and the
one relief valve for the ups and downs of farm production and mar-
keting would be shut off permanently. :

Currently, the agricultural economy is severely depressed, and
the commodity distribution system is effectively demonstrating its
ability to fulfill its responsibilitypf providing low-cost commodities
to school lunch,programs and to help ease the economic pressure
on the Nation’s farmers.

The continuance of the commodity distribution program rests on
the continued responsibility of the Federal Government for child
nutrition programs. For that reason, as well as to maintain the
commitment to assure adequate nutrition for American schoolchil-
dren, child nutrition programs should remain at the Federal level.

As I am sure the subcofmittee has noticed, we have 20 commod-
ity and food-processing organizations cosigning this statement. Rep-
resentatives of a number of these organizations are present today
to emphasize our commitment and unity with respect to House
Concurrent Resolution 384 and the commodity distribution pro-
gram. -

A few had to leave because of the pressure of time. One was Jay
~ Howell, representing the National Council of Farmer Cooperatives

Chairman PErKins. Without objection, Mr. Howell’s statement
will be inserted in the record at this point. e
[Statement of National Council of Farmer Cooperatives. follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT oF NATIONAL Councit. or FaRMER COOPERATIVES

Mr CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE My name 1s Jay Howell, Di-
rector of Legislative Affaigs. of the National Council of Farmer Cooperatives The
National Council is a ndtionwide association of cooperative businesses which are
owned and controlled by farmers We represent about 90 percent of the more than
.40 farmer cooperatives in the nation, with a combined membership of nearly 2
mullion farmers The National Council is pleased to have the opportunity to appear
before the subcommittee and would Like to register its strong support for continu-
ation of the child nutrition programs at the Federal level.

" [

Ms. Fripy. We each thought that we would take this opportunity,
Mr. Chairman, to give you a one-sentence introduction of ourselves

I am Susan Fridy. I represent the National Milk Producers Fed-
eration. We represent the American dairy farmed.

I think you know that for years we have supported the child nu-
trition programs and commodity distribution, and we welcome the
opportunity to emphasize our support of your resolution.

-
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Ms. Naipa I am Linda Naida, Mr. Chairman and members of
the subcommittee. I-am a legislative assistant to the National
Grange. The Grange is a strong advocate of the Commodity——

Chairman PerkINs. The Grange supports it.

Ms. Nama. That is correct.

» Chairfnan Perkins. We intend to report a bill right away be-
cause we have so many other things to do. Have you anyone else
who may want to make a statement in support?

Ms. WiLLiaMs. Yes. My name is Margie Williams, director of gov-
ernment affairs of the National Association of Wheat Growers. We
also endorse your resolution, Mr. Chairman.

Ms KoseLL. I am Ruth Kobell of the National Farmers Union.
We reiterate our historic support and appreciate your leadership.

Ms. McCHAREN. I am Cathy McCharen of the United Egg Pro-
ducers. We also support the resolution. . .

Mr. VaN HowLING. I am Don Van Howling, representing the Na-
tion’s pork producers and the National Pork Producers Council-We

IS0 BUpport-the resolution. )

Mr HeprLunp. My name is Floyd Hedlund, Mr. Chairman. I am
here today representing the Apricot Producers of California, the
California Canning Peach Association, and the California Canning
Pear Association.

The California canned fruit producers have been having some
difficult times. Crops have been large. Demand has been small, and
exports have been down very very much, even though producers
assess themselves to promote their products in the marketplace.

Canned fruit are among the preferred products in the national
school lunch program. We endorse House Concurrent Resolution
384 and the present commodity distribution system, whereby excess
canned fruit can be channeled to help supply the school lunch pro-
gram and other national nutritional programs.

Chairman Perkins. Thank you.

Mr ZeLLwEeGer. I am Lee Zellweger representing the Peanut Ad-
visory Board, an organization of growers from Georgia, Alabama,
and Florida, who grow 65 percent of the Nation's peanuts. We
strongly support Federal leadership in the maintenance of all child
nutritional programs. g

Mr. WaLts. I am Lew Walts, Mr. Chairman. 1 represent the Na-
tional Turkey Federation.

Our members are responsible for the production and marketing
of approximately 95 percent of the Nation’s turkey crop. .

With your permission and in the interest of time, Mr. Chairman,
I would like to read two paragraphs from a letter which the Na-
tional Turkey Federation sent to President Reagan in March 1982.

Chairman PerkiNs. We are in quite a hurry. We want to get this
bill reported to the full committee, and we have a member here
who has to go to another committee.

Mr. Warts. All right, sir. I will rush right gprough this.

In retrospect, 1981 was a financial disaster for turkey producers. Some of our pro-
ducers report losses as high as $1 per turkey. There have been bankruptcies. Howev-
er. these have been minimal. but-this is due only to the fact that USDA was openly
active in the marketplace, making direct purchases from our processors.

+These purchases impacted positively on market values. We estimate the Depart-
ment’s turkey purchase program has assisted the producer price structure by 5 to 6

‘ we
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cents per pound. Had 1t not been for these purchases, we are fearful that the bank-
ruptcies in the turkey industry would have been catastrophic.

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, the National Turkey Federation very,
very strongly supports the resolution. Thank you.

Chairman PErkins. Is there anyone else?

Ms. Fripy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman PERKINs. Let me thank all of you.

We have a markup session of the subcommittee scheduled right
now. Therefore, the subcommittee stands adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 11:40 a.m., the subcommittee recessed.]

[Material submitted for inclusion in the record follows:]

Sociery For NuTRITION EDUCATION,
Oakland Calif.. October 13, 1982.

Congressman CarL D PERKINs,

House of Representatives, Chatrman, Comnitttee on Education and Labor, Subcom-
‘mittee on Elementary. Secondary. and Vocational Education. Rayburn House
Office, Building. Washington, D.C.

~DEAK CHATRMAN PERKins. Op behalf of the Board of Directors of the Society for

Nutrition Education, a professional organization of 5,000 nutrition educators, 1 am

pleased jo tell you that SNE is in support of the passage of H Con Res 384. SNE

o has long maintained an nterest in and support for the Child Nutrition Programs

T {NET Programs], Which has turmed school-cafetermas-tnto nutrition learning centers,—-
1n the belief that these programs represent an important investment in the nation’s
children . v

Over the years SNE has watched as these programs have successfully reduced
hunger and malnutntion in this country. SNE believes that to turn these programs
over to the states jeopardizes this success. Moreover, a child’s need for a nutritional-
ly adequate diet does not vary from state to state.

Therefore, SNE believes 1t 1s of the utmost importance that the federal govern-
ment continue to maintain primary responsibility for the Child Nutrition Programs

Woe hope that passage of H Cc’z Res. 384 will be strongly supported

Sincerely. ‘ :
Heten D ULLricH,
Executive Director.

~N
. Unitep States CatHoLIC CONFERENCE,
, DEPARTMENT OF SoCiaL DEVELOPMENT AND WORLD PEACE,
: Washington. D.C.. September 15, 1982.
Hon CarL D PERKINS, -
Chairman. Commuttee on Education and Labor. Rayburn House Office Building,
Washington. D.C.

Dear ConGRessMAN PErkiNs The Office of Domestic Social Development of the
Umited States Cathohe Conference endorses House Concurrent Resolution 384 ex-
pressing the sense of Congress that the United States should maintain federal in-
volvement in. and support for. the child nutrition programs.

The U S Catholic Conference opposes any efforts to decrease or eliminate fueding

- for child nutntion programs. The guarantee of certain basic human rights is neces-
sary for the achievement of human dignity. The right to food 1s one of these rights
The various child nutrition programs were established at a national level to help
meet the basic food and nutrition needs of many impoverished children We wish to
lend our support to a continuance and strengthening of these programs We believe
that the mtent of H Con. Res. 384 will help to do this, particuiarly at a time of
deepened economic stress. *

We appreciate your consideration of our views and we hope the committee and
the Congress will adopt H. Con. Res. 384.

Sincerely,

- RonaLp T KRIETEMEYER, Diréctors

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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THE AMERICAN DIETETIC ASSOCIATION,
Chicego, Ill., September 15, 1982.
Hon CaRL D. PERKINS,
U.S. House of Representatives,
2328 Rayburn House Office Building, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr Perxins The American Dietetic Association (ADA), representing 47,000
nutrition professionals, supports passage of H Con. Res. 384, which you have intro-
duced, and agrees that the federal government should continue fiscal and adminis-
trative responsibility for child nutrition programs.
ADA’s concern about maintenance of federal involvement in child nutrition pro-
grams is a natural outgrowth of its position, expressed earlier this year, on mainte-
nance of WIC as a categorical grant program with adequate funding. Although we
understand that WIC has been permanently removed from any New Federalism
plan which may be introduced next year by this Administration, prognosis for the
rest of th€ child nutrition programs is uncertain. We believe that the threat of mal-
nutrition in this country has been greatly reduced as a result of many federal instia- .
tives, including the child nutrition programs. Therefore, we believe that the federal
government should capitalize on these successful efforts. .
With thig letter, ADA lends it support to that of other organizations who have
backed this resolution, including the American School Food Service Association
with which ADA maintains a continuifig liaison.
Sincerely yours,
. Epna P. LangHoLrz, R.D.,
President.

* ————— Jamrs-LBrEELING, T T -
Executive Director.

CoavritioN oN BLock GrRanTs AND HuMAN NEEDS,
Washington, D.C, September 23, 1982
Hon CaRL PERKINS,
Chairman, Subcommuttee on Elementary, Spcgnda'y and Vocational Education, Ray-
burn House Office Building, Washington™D.C.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE PERKINS On behalf of the Coalition on Block Grants and
Human Needs I want to express my support for H. Con. Res. 384. .
Congress should reaffirm the federal government's respogsibiity for ensuring
that all children in this country receive an adequate and nutritious diet. State gov-
ernments simply lack the resources necessary to support their own child nutrition
programs, and the evidencg~js clear that the nation's children have been better
served by a program that i§"a{gationally designed, financed and administered.
We have on many occasions expressed strong objections to this Administration's
new federalism proposal generally And our endorsement of H Con. Res. 384 is only
a,further expression of support for national policies to address national problems. ™=~
Sincerely,
Sanpy SoLoMon,
v s Executive Director. "’ﬂF

. Y
a
INTERRELIGIOUS TASKFORCE ON U.S. Foop PoLicy, se—”
’ Washington. D.C., October 25, 1’98.‘,’.

New FeperaLisM AND CHILD NUTRITION

The Interreligious Taskforce on US Food Policy would like to thank you and th§
cosponsors of l*f Con Res. 384 for supporting continued Federal responsibility for
child nutrition programs In addition to registering with you our support of the reso-
lution, we would like to provide for the record of the hearings our own thinking on
: the rationale for continued Federal responsibility .for such programs. We are very
l much concerned with the Administration’s efforts to reduce or even eliminate this
historic role.
Numerous studieg, ifictuding the highly acciaimed 1977 Field Foundation report, @
show that child nutrition programs iave been instrumental in alleviating wide-
t spread hunger and malnutrition in recent years Federal responsibility has been the
—

key to this success History does not support the Administration’s assertion that
state-run nutrition programs will be more effective. The Federal government as-

. ERIC ' | r L.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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sumed responsibihty vnly when 1t became clear that states had not taken and were
unlikely on their own to tuke adequate steps to address the issue of child nutnition
> Our nation had made great progress toward eliminating malnutnition in Amen-
can children After coming so far, it would be a serious error to turn programs back
to the states The reasons for maintaiming Federal responsibility include the follow-
ing -
Few states can afford to keep up the programs More than half of the states al-
ready face serious deficits Recent studies show that most states cannot afford to re-
place lost Federal funds !
Nutrition standards and program effectiveness would vary greatly among states
without Federal guidehines and oversight All children, irrespective of geographical
location, have the right to an adequate diet. . -
Individual states would be forced to respond on théeir own to regional economic
conditions and differences. Rising unemployment, which has hit some regions
harder than others, increases the need for local child nutrition assistance while re-
ducing the local tax base. Only the Federal governmernt can ease the burden for
states disproportionately affected by such problems .
We fear that the "turnback’™ proposals, rather than being aferiOus inmtiative to
improve the programs, represent another attempt by the Admiistration to cut the
budget Our children's nutritional well-being should not be the means by which we .
~ ~Balance The BUAERL."WE-SUPpbIt THATAE adequate to allow Al those eHBiBle o par- &
ticipate, funding which only the Federal government can ensure
We appreciate the opportunity to submit this statement and look forward to work-
ing with you and your staff in support of domestic nutrition programs which im-

prove the lives of our children ,

O

we o - “1
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